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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

The U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Las Vegas Field Office is 
preparing an environmental impact statement (EIS) to identify the potential effects of the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the proposed Searchlight Wind Energy Project. The 370-megawatt1 (MW) 
wind power generating facility and ancillary facilities would be located in an area near Searchlight, 
Nevada. The EIS is being prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321), as amended, and the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (Title 40 
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] parts 1500-1508). As part of the EIS process, BLM will solicit and 
consider the views of interested parties.  

This report summarizes the scoping process and comments received on the proposed project. Scoping is 
the first step and an integral part of the EIS process. It is “an early and open process for determining the 
issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action” (40 CFR 
Part 1501.7). During scoping, BLM actively seeks to engage potentially affected or interested federal, 
state, and local agencies; American Indian tribes; and the public. Scoping for this EIS commenced on 
December 16, 2008, with the publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register 

(Appendix A), and concluded on February 17, 2009.  

1.2 BACKGROUND 

Searchlight Wind LLC (Searchlight Wind), a wholly owned subsidiary of Duke Energy, proposes to 
construct a 370-MW wind energy facility near Searchlight, Nevada, on public land administered by the 
BLM Las Vegas Field Office.  

The purpose of the proposed project is to create an economically viable source of clean renewable 
electricity. The proposed project is responsive to federal and state renewable energy policies. Because 
wind is a local resource, the proposed project would contribute to domestic energy security while 
reducing greenhouse gases created by generating energy through the use of fossil fuels. 

The primary components, as presented at the public scoping meetings of the proposed facility, are as 
follows: 

 Up to 161 wind turbines, including concrete foundations, tubular steel towers, nacelles, and 
blades; 

 Access roads; 

 Electrical collection system (wind turbines to Searchlight Wind Substation);  

 Communication lines; 

                                                      
1 Note: When the NOI was published in December 2008, Searchlight Wind proposed a 359 MW wind generating 
facility. In January 2009, the proposed project was revised to generate 370 MW. 
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 Up to 161 pad-mount transformers, one located at the base of each wind turbine; 

 Two electrical substations (one would be owned and operated by Western Area Power 
Administration [Western], one would be owned and operated by Searchlight Wind);  

 Electrical transmission line (running between Western Substation and Searchlight Wind 
Substation); 

 Operations and maintenance (O&M) building;  

 Electrical interconnection (would be owned and operated by Western); 

 Two lay down areas (one temporary, one permanent); and 

 Up to five permanent meteorological masts. 

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION 

Searchlight Wind has submitted a right-of-way (ROW) application for 24,383 acres near Searchlight, 
Nevada, approximately 55 miles south of Las Vegas, Nevada, and 39 miles north of Laughlin, Nevada 
(Map 1-1). Proposed construction activities will encompass approximately 600 acres of disturbance, 
which includes approximately 120 acres of permanent disturbance and approximately 480 acres of 
temporary disturbance for construction activities. The total area estimated to be used by the project (all 
facilities and temporary disturbance) is approximately 2.1 percent of the total ROW. The permanent 
footprint of the wind energy facility will constitute 0.5 percent of the ROW. 

1.4 PROJECT UPDATES 

The initial Plan of Development for the proposed project was submitted in January 2008. Since then, 
formal and informal comments, along with engineering constraints, have resulted in the following 
changes to the proposed project design: 

 All turbines would be located on the east side of the town of Searchlight to avoid surrounding the 
community. 

 No turbines would be located on private property.  

 All turbines would be moved back from the Searchlight airport to comply with Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) setback requirements for small airports.  

 The total number of turbines proposed has been reduced from 161 (as presented in the scoping 
process) to 140. 

 Roads and transmission lines have been adjusted for the revised design. 

 Meteorological Tower Number 4 has been moved from west of the project area to southeast of the 
project area.  

 Additional design details are provided concerning typical foundations, road design, construction 
methods and the potential for an on-site cement batch plan. 
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Map 1-1 Site Layout Map (as presented during scoping)  
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2.0 SCOPING PROCESS 

This section provides a summary of the objectives of scoping and a description of the scoping process and 
agency coordination for the Searchlight Wind Energy Project. 

2.1 OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the scoping process include the following: 

 Invite affected federal, state, and local agencies; affected Native American tribes; and the public 
to: 

o Establish a process to integrate and expedite environmental reviews 

o Establish the planning and decision-making schedule 

 Determine the scope of the project, including the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts to be 
considered in an EIS; 

 Identify:  

o Issues that have been covered by prior environmental review that can be eliminated from 
detailed study 

o Any environmental assessments and other EISs being prepared, or that are planned for 
preparation, that are related to but are not part of the scope of the EIS under consideration 

o Other environmental review and consultation requirements (i.e., Endangered Species Act, 
Historic Preservation Act) so required analyses and studies can be prepared and integrated 
with the EIS 

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE SCOPING PROCESS  

The following section describes methods used to involve the public, notify them of scoping meetings, and 
facilitate exchange of current project information throughout the planning process. 

2.2.1 Announcements 

2.2.1.1 Notice of Intent 

The public was notified of the project and upcoming scoping meetings through the NOI published in the 
Federal Register (http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2008/E8-29686.htm) on December 16, 2008 
(Appendix A). The NOI announced the intent to prepare an EIS and indicated that scoping meetings 
would be held in Boulder City, Laughlin, and Searchlight, Nevada. The NOI also stated that the specific 
dates, locations, and times of the scoping meetings would be announced through mail distribution on the 
BLM website (http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy.html) and in the local media. 
In addition, the NOI provided project information including a description of proposed facilities, the 
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project location, information on how to submit comments and why they are important, and BLM contact 
information.  

2.2.1.2 Newsletters 

The public and many agencies were notified of the scoping period and comment opportunities through a 
newsletter (Appendix A) distributed to approximately 814 people on January 16, 2009. The initial mailing 
list was provided by the BLM Las Vegas Field Office and included addresses of current local elected or 
municipal officials, federal and state agencies, potentially interested Native American tribes, and other 
interested parties. All post office box holders in zip codes 89046 (Searchlight, Nevada) and 89039 
(Cal-Nev-Ari, Nevada) were sent a copy of the newsletter. The newsletter provided information for 
submitting comments via mail, fax, and e-mail, and included the direct contact information for the BLM 
Project Manager, Mark Chandler. The mailing list will be supplemented throughout the project to include 
those who provide scoping comments, attend meetings, or express to the BLM their interest in the project 
through the project website or direct request.  

2.2.1.3 Media Contacts 

The public was also notified of the scoping meetings through advertisements published in local 
newspapers, as listed in Table 2-1 (refer to Appendix A for a copy of the display advertisement). The 
table provides information on the publication, area of coverage, and print dates for the advertisements.  

Initial public notice of the scoping meeting dates, times and locations were published, 15 days in advance 
of the first meeting, in a display advertisement in the Las Vegas Review Journal on January 12, 2008. 
This advertisement ran again on January 18, 2008.  

Advertisements were also placed in the Boulder City News (January 15, 2008) and the Laughlin Times 
(January 14, 2008). Approximately 50 flyers announcing the meetings were posted in local gathering 
places in Searchlight and the surrounding communities. This service was provided by the Desert Flyer, a 
newsletter local to the Searchlight area. 

Table 2-1 Display Advertisement Summary – January 2009 

Publication Area of Coverage Print Date 
Las Vegas Review Journal Las Vegas metropolitan area, southern Nevada January 12, 18 
Boulder City News Boulder City, Nevada January 15 
Laughlin Times Laughlin, Nevada January 14 
Desert Flyer (posted flyers) Laughlin to Nelson, Nevada January 12 

 

News releases were distributed to newspapers, radio, and television stations and to community 
newsletters on January 22, 2009, to assist with public notification. A copy of the news release and the 
media outlets to which it was distributed are included in Appendix A.  
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2.2.2 Public Scoping Meetings 

Three public scoping meetings were held for the proposed project. At each scoping meeting, 
representatives from URS Corporation (the environmental consultant assisting the BLM with the EIS), 
the BLM, and Searchlight Wind provided a presentation on the NEPA process, the proposed project and 
associated facilities, and how to provide scoping comments. Display boards were provided showing 
information on the project purpose and need, project description, planning process, purpose of the scoping 
process, and public comment opportunities. Before and after the presentation, an open house atmosphere 
was maintained during which attendees could review the display boards and speak informally to project 
team members. 

Meeting attendees were encouraged to ask questions and provide comments both during and after the 
presentation, or one-on-one during the open house portion of the public scoping meetings. Comment 
forms were available at each meeting for attendees to provide written comments at the time of the 
meeting or to return by mail. Locations, dates, and attendance of each public meeting are provided in 
Table 2-2. Copies of scoping meeting materials including the presentation, display boards, and the 
comment form are provided in Appendix B. 

Table 2-2 Public Scoping Meeting Attendance 

Location Date Attendance 
Searchlight, Nevada – Searchlight Community Center January 27, 2009 73 
Laughlin, Nevada – William G. Bennett Elementary School January 28, 2009 4 
Boulder City, Nevada – Boulder City Library January 29, 2009 36 

Total Attendance at Scoping Meetings 113 
 

2.2.3 Project Website 

To ensure the ease of public access, the project newsletter and the draft project Plan of Development were 
both posted on a BLM Web page at http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy.html. A 
copy of this scoping report will be posted to the project website in April 2009. 
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3.0 SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section provides: (1) summaries of the method used to organize and analyze comments; (2) the 
number of comments received; (3) the number of issues identified within those comments; (4) summaries 
of issues identified during scoping; (5) BLM management concerns that were identified independent of 
public or agency scoping comments; and (6) a list of issues that will not be identified in the EIS with 
justification as to why they will not be addressed. All the scoping comments documented in this report 
were received or postmarked by the close of the comment period on February 17, 2009. 

Comments regarding the proposed project and alternatives to the proposed project will be considered by 
the BLM in refining the project description and alternatives that will serve as the basis for assessing 
impacts. The Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA requires an analysis of 
available alternative actions prior to selecting the preferred alternative action. Input on alternatives will be 
considered in the analysis and text of the EIS. Chapter 2 of the EIS will describe which alternatives were 
considered but were not carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations require an analysis of the impacts of a project on the 
“human environment.” These impacts include effects on natural, human, and cultural resources. 
Discussions with affected public or agencies, such as those that have occurred through this scoping effort, 
help to define and evaluate effects of the different alternatives on the human environment. Comments 
relating to environmental impacts will be considered by BLM in developing the scope of EIS technical 
studies. Chapters 3 (Affected Environment) and 4 (Environmental Consequences) of the EIS will address 
the issues incorporated into the study. Concerns about the EIS studies and decision-making processes will 
be considered in refining and modifying the EIS process throughout the remainder of the EIS preparation. 

Some comments may be considered outside the scope of this EIS if: (1) the issue relates to facilities not 
included in this project; (2) the issue is not within the jurisdiction of BLM to resolve; or (3) the issue 
cannot be reasonably addressed within the scope of this process or is being addressed through a separate 
NEPA process. In addition, personal opinions of individuals or special interest groups about the proposed 
project, wind power, the BLM, and other topics are also considered outside the scope of the EIS and will 
not be addressed. Issues that will not be addressed are identified by issue or resource in Section 3.8.  

3.2 COMMENT ORGANIZATION 

The comment forms, e-mails, and mailed and faxed letters received through February 17, 2009, were 
reviewed, documented, and entered into a database to facilitate organization, sorting, analytical review, 
and to manage comments. The database was structured to organize comments into separate issue 
categories and identify the type of comment (e.g., letter, e-mail, fax, postcard, or telephone record). Using 
the experience and professional judgment of the study team, the comments were organized according to 
14 major issue categories as they relate to the EIS. The issue categories are as follows and described in 
detail in Section 3.5.  
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Actions and Alternatives: This category includes comments about various aspects and components of 
the proposed project. Comments also indicate suggestions for and concerns about alternative facilities that 
should be considered in the EIS. Comments also identified topics relative to the planning and EIS 
preparation process, including public review opportunities. Identified issue categories are: 

 Process (including EIS preparation and studies) 

 Project Alternatives 

 Project Description 

 Project Need 

Environmental Impacts: This category includes comments about the proposed project’s potential 
impacts on natural resources, human resources, and cultural resources as well as comments about social 
and economic concerns. Topic categories include the following: 

 Air Quality 

 Cultural/Archaeology  

 Hazardous Materials/Safety 

 Land Use/Transportation 

 Noise/Vibration 

 Socioeconomics 

 Vegetation/Wildlife 

 Visual Resources 

 Water Resources 

 Cumulative Effects 

3.3 SIGNIFICANT ISSUES AND ANTICIPATED ANALYSIS 

NEPA requires federal agencies to focus their analysis and documentation on the significant issues related 
to a proposed action. Significant issues serve as the basis for developing and comparing alternatives. The 
BLM has identified significant issues associated with the proposed project; these are presented in 
Sections 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7. Issues include those raised externally during the public scoping process and 
those developed internally by the BLM. The significant issues are stated in the form of a question by 
resource category. These issues are analyzed in the EIS. Issues identified during scoping but not 
considered significant are addressed in Section 3.8 and are not carried forward in the EIS. 
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3.4 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS  

Quantifying comments and issues is helpful in summarizing comments for public review and helping to 
guide future EIS studies. This process requires the coder to interpret comments in order to glean and 
categorize any substantive issues. While definitive parameters are established around each category, it 
must be noted that categorizing comments is a subjective process.  

The level of importance of comments to BLM or to the decision-making process is not influenced by the 
frequency of a specific issue. The BLM takes all substantive issues into consideration regardless of the 
number of comments in which they occur. For instance, numerous copies of the same form letter may be 
submitted by unique individuals, or a person may have attended several scoping meetings or mentioned 
the same issue several times in their letter. In these cases, issues would be recorded several times. 
However, if a substantive comment appears only once, it will have the same level of importance as those 
mentioned more frequently.  

A total of 66 comment submissions were received and entered into the project database. The individual 
issues within each comment were classified into the 14 main categories of issues (discussed in Section 3.2 
above), and 58 categories of sub-issues. For example, if a comment stated a concern about use of land for 
recreation (i.e., hiking or hunting), the comment was listed under the main issue of land use, sub-issue of 
recreation. Similarly, if a comment questioned noise from construction equipment, noise/vibration was 
identified as the main issue, with construction noise as the sub-issue. This organization allowed the 
project team to identify, quantify, and analyze public concern during preparation of this scoping report 
and the EIS. It also allowed team members to identify issues at a very detailed level while maintaining the 
context of each comment. If a comment mentioned multiple issues, it was categorized as belonging to 
each of those issues. These comments and issues are summarized in Section 3.4 along with a sample of 
representative quotations.  

Within the 66 comment submissions received, 384 issues were identified and categorized into the 14 main 
issue categories. In some instances, a single letter may mention the same issue multiple times through 
various statements. Each statement was entered into the project database and categorized as to issue and 
sub-issue. Table 3-1 summarizes the volume of comments received on each of the 14 main issue 
categories. 
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Table 3-1 Comment Summary 

Main Issue Total Comments 
Percent Based on Total 
Comments Identified* 

Air Quality 19 5 
Cultural/Archaeology 16 4 
Cumulative Effects 8 2 
Hazardous Materials/Safety 31 8 
Land Use/Transportation 32 8 
Noise/Vibration 16 4 
Process 12 3 
Project Alternatives 41 11 
Project Description 33 9 
Project Need 2 0.5 
Socioeconomics 45 12 
Vegetation/Wildlife 82 21 
Visual Resources 40 10 
Water 7 2 
Total Unique Comments 384 99.5 

NOTE: *Due to rounding and comment submissions not relevant to comment categories (i.e., mailing list 
submissions), the total does not equal 100 percent. 

As noted in the table above, concerns about vegetation/wildlife were most frequently mentioned, 
appearing in 21 percent of total comments received. In this category, concerns about impacts on special 
status species/habitat were most prevalent, appearing in 32 percent of comments within 
vegetation/wildlife. Section 3.5.2.8 contains representative questions illustrating these concerns.  

Socioeconomic issues were present in 12 percent of total comments received. Specifically, property 
values and quality of life were the highest areas of concern in the socioeconomic category, occurring 
respectively in 33 percent and 18 percent of comments in this category. Section 3.5.2.7 contains 
representative questions illustrating these concerns.  

Project alternative suggestions (11 percent of total comments) were also relatively high. Sixty-six percent 
of comments in this category included suggestions on alternative locations, while 29 percent of comments 
included questions about other forms of renewable energy. Section 3.5.1.2 (project alternatives) contains 
representative questions illustrating these concerns. 

Concerns about impacts on visual resources occurred in 10 percent of total comments received. Main 
issues occurring within the visual resources category were direct facility impacts and impacts on the 
scenic quality of the project area, occurring respectively in 58 percent and 28 percent of the comments in 
this category. Section 3.5.2.9 (visual resources) contains representative questions illustrating these 
concerns. 

Questions regarding plans for the proposed project made up the project description category and were 
expressed in 9 percent of all comments. The majority of these comments were related to land disturbance 
(21 percent of total comments in this category), land restoration (15 percent of total comments in this 
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category), and transmission/substation (15 percent of total comments in this category) concerns. 
Section 3.5.1.3 (project description) contains representative questions illustrating these concerns. 

Hazardous materials/safety issues occurred in 8 percent of all comments; the majority of which 
(68 percent) concerned air safety resulting from facility height, lights, or communication/signal 
interference. Section 3.5.2.4 (hazardous materials/safety) contains representative questions illustrating 
these concerns. 

Comments concerning land use/transportation, specifically, recreation concerns (34 percent of total 
comments in this category) and adjacent land use concerns (31 percent of total comments in this 
category), were also noted in 8 percent of total comments received. Section 3.5.2.5 (land use/
transportation) contains representative questions illustrating these concerns. 

3.5 ISSUES IDENTIFIED DURING SCOPING 

The following section provides a summary of unique comment issues identified during scoping, including 
a sample of representative questions. Some statements serve to summarize dozens of comments, while 
others summarize one comment. The method used to identify and categorize issues is discussed in 
Sections 3.2 and 3.3. 

3.5.1 Actions and Alternatives 

3.5.1.1 Process 

Comments in this category primarily questioned the scoping and public involvement processes. Some 
questions were received on studies being done for the project or additional studies that should be 
completed for the EIS. 

 If studies were being done, why was it nearly a year before local residents learned of the project? 

 Why is the Plan of Development incomplete? 

 At the scoping meeting, what was the reason the boundaries on the maps did not match? 

 Why were residents of Grandpa’s Road and Cottonwood Cove not contacted about this project? 

 With other renewable generation projects proposed in Nevada and California, is there a study on 
shared access and transmission for these projects?  

 Some studies appear incomplete. Will more engineering and meteorological studies be prepared 
before BLM makes a decision on project viability and location? 
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3.5.1.2 Project Alternatives 

Comments in this category suggested alternative locations and actions for the project. 

 Why has Searchlight Wind proposed a wind facility and not a solar generation plant? 

 Wouldn’t small-scale rooftop wind or solar generators be a better option? 

 Why put the wind towers in plain view of the town when there is so much uninhabited land 
available? 

 Why is the Searchlight area the chosen location for the project when other areas have much better 
rated wind generating capacity? 

 Why not consider areas to the north of Searchlight, beyond the ridges, or along the highway? 

 Why not put the turbines in an already industrial or developed area? 

 Is it possible for power lines to be buried? 

3.5.1.3 Project Description 

Comments in this category are related to specifications of the proposed project.  

 How much energy will be lost during transmission? 

 Can power lines be run underground? 

 After the estimated 20-year life of the project, why isn’t replacement of components and facilities 
addressed as an option? 

 What is the restoration plan for the 600 acres of land that will be disturbed? 

 Why is such a large area (24,000 acres) being requested in the right-of-way application? Can a 
smaller area be authorized (only the area required for the project)? 

 What are the permanent effects of land disturbance on the area? 

 How will turbine height be adjusted to meet local regulations? 

 How many miles of roads will be bulldozed and dynamited in? Where will any gravel, fill, or 
other materials used come from? 

3.5.1.4 Project Need 

Two comments were received questioning the need for the project. 

 What data are being used to determine consumer need for this project? 

 How could conservation efforts minimize the need for this and other new energy projects? 
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3.5.2 Environmental Impacts 

3.5.2.1 Air Quality 

 How will ambient air quality be studied? What monitoring activities will be implemented to 
assure compliance with state and federal air quality regulations? 

 How will dust from construction and operations activities be controlled? What regulations will 
guide dust control measures? 

 What measures will be taken to mitigate emissions from construction and maintenance vehicles? 

 Is there a smoke management plan that will help reduce health impacts from burned vegetation? 

 What types of permits are needed to assure local, state, and federal regulatory compliance 
regarding air quality standards? 

 How will the project and facilities be affected by climate change?  

 What will be the greenhouse gas emissions produced by project construction and operation? 

3.5.2.2 Cultural/Archaeology 

 How will archaeologically sensitive areas such as those present in the lower Colorado River 
region be affected by the project? 

 How will the study address archaeologically sensitive areas that will be destroyed? 

 What considerations are being made regarding the historical significance of Searchlight? 

 How will Native American communities be affected by the project? 

 What efforts will be made to involve Native American officials in the study? 

 How will Spirit Mountain, a place of significance to Native Americans, be affected? 

 Will special considerations be made for areas with petroglyphs? 

3.5.2.3 Cumulative Effects 

 There are numerous energy projects proposed in the area. How will these be evaluated for past, 
present, and future cumulative impacts? 

 If this project is approved, is a precedent being set making it easier for other projects to be 
established using BLM land? 

 With numerous alternative energy proposals being considered on BLM land in southern Nevada, 
what is the management document guiding BLM land use decisions for alternative energy 
projects? 
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3.5.2.4 Hazardous Materials/Safety 

 Will the turbines leak oil or other fluids? What plans are in place to mitigate this? 

 Will the turbines or generators catch fire due to malfunction or lightning strike? 

 Will drinking water be contaminated due to project activity? 

 Can debris be flung from the turbines onto nearby roads and threaten driver safety? 

 How will the project affect the navigational equipment used at the airport? 

 Is there an awareness that the Flight for Life helicopter may not be able to land or fly safely? 

 Will the lights on the turbines be a safety hazard for flight operation by affecting or disorienting 
flight crews?  

 Will reflective paint be placed on the blades so pilots are aware of the full structure height (not 
just the height of the main tower)? 

 If the Searchlight airport is not available to be used as a feeder airport for Las Vegas in times of 
overcrowding, could this cause a safety issue from overcrowding and burdening of the FAA 
system? 

3.5.2.5 Land Use/Transportation 

 How will the project plan support or conflict with the land use plans of other governing bodies? 

 Will the public be able to access any of the 25,000 acres currently under study for this project? 

 How will hunting in the project area be affected? Will access to hunting areas be restricted? 

 Will noise created by the turbines effect recreation areas? 

 Could this project and the associated structures conflict with development of air travel facilities, 
including the future potential expansion of Searchlight Airport or the development of private 
airparks? 

 Will this project jeopardize or limit the trail system that has been in the planning stages for four 
years? 

 What effects will users of all-terrain vehicles experience? 

 Since Cottonwood Cove Road will be used as a main access road, what measures will be taken to 
ensure it can withstand the increase in construction traffic? 

 Will Cottonwood Cove Road remain open at all times for emergencies? 

3.5.2.6 Noise/Vibration 

 How will eight months of construction noise affect Searchlight? 

 What impact will construction noise have on animals in the region? 
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 Will the turbines make noise? How will it affect the quality of life for Searchlight residents? 

 What research is available on the effects noise has on communities with wind generation 
facilities? 

 How will the effects of noise on the surrounding areas be studied? 

 Will the turbines cause vibration? 

3.5.2.7 Socioeconomics 

 How will construction and operation of the wind facilities affect tourism? 

 How will quality of life for Searchlight residents change as the wind facility changes the area? 

 Will property values of the area be affected by the project? What effects have other wind 
communities experienced? 

 How will Searchlight residents benefit from this project? 

 Searchlight has one ambulance. Will the addition of construction crews to the area overtax 
available medical services? 

 Will local jobs be lost due to impacts on tourism? 

 Will construction and maintenance workers be hired locally? 

 How will this project affect future economic growth for Searchlight? 

3.5.2.8 Vegetation/Wildlife 

 How will the desert tortoise be affected by construction and maintenance of the project? 

 Will common black hawks and bald eagles from nearby populations be affected? 

 What efforts will be made to minimize impacts on habitats of special status species of plants and 
animals? 

 How will Joshua trees be affected by the project? 

 What is the weed management plan? 

 How will noise from the turbines affect animal populations? 

 Will birds and bats be injured or killed? What efforts will be taken to minimize this? 

 How will impacts on Gila monsters and bighorn sheep be studied? 

 If herbicides will be used to remove or control vegetation, how will the area be affected? 

 How will bird migration be affected? 



Scoping Summary Report: April 2009 3-10 Chapter 3 – Summary of 
Searchlight Wind Energy Project EIS  Scoping Comments 

3.5.2.9 Visual Resources 

 Will the placement of wind turbines affect views of scenic areas such as Lake Mohave and the 
surrounding mountains? 

 How will the placement of wind turbines affect views of scenic areas surrounding Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area? 

 How will impacts to the scenic quality of the area be studied? 

 What effect will turbine lighting have on air safety? 

 Will flashing lights from the wind mill blades from the sun's reflection be a dangerous distraction 
for drivers? 

 How will tourism be impacted by changes to the visual environment? 

 Will the new facility give Searchlight an industrial look? 

 What steps will be taken to minimize visual impacts on the area? 

3.5.2.10 Water 

 How will water be used during construction?  

 How much water will be used? 

 What regulations will ensure that any water used for the project is used wisely and for the public 
good?  

 Will overall water quality be affected by the project and project activities?  

 What regulations will ensure that all efforts are made to prevent water quality from being 
affected? 

3.6 BLM COMMENTS 

As required by BLM guidance (Handbook H-1790-1), an internal review was implemented to establish 
whether any areas of concern, which did not appear in public comments, existed. Such concerns were 
identified based on cooperation or pending cooperation with the following agencies: Nevada Department 
of Wildlife, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, National Park Service, Clark County, and the 
United States Department of Defense. The following are questions representative of these concerns. 

 Will any Waters of the United States be impacted by the project? Will a Section 401 or 404 
permit be required? 

 What potential conflicts with mineral issues and existing mining claims, plans, or notices exist?  
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3.7 WESTERN COMMENTS 

Searchlight Wind has submitted an application to Western to interconnect 300 MW of the proposed wind 
energy generation site with Western’s existing Davis-Mead 230-kilovolt (kV) Transmission Line, near its 
crossing of State Route 164 seven miles east of Searchlight, Nevada. Western proposes to construct a new 
230-kV substation to accommodate the interconnection and provide transmission service up to 300 MW 
to Searchlight Wind Energy LLC based on the application. If the wind energy generation site is built out 
to more than 300 MW, Western would address the need for an additional transmission capacity in a 
separate and subsequent process.  

Western is addressing the Searchlight Wind application under its Large Generator Interconnection 
Procedures included with its Open Access Transmission Service Tariff 
(http://www.wapa.gov/transmission/oatt.htm). The procedures include conducting transmission system 
studies to ensure that the transmission system can accommodate the proposed wind generating facility. At 
this time, all the transmission system studies have not been completed. Details, requirements, and 
environmental impacts for other system improvements are unknown at this time, since they would be 
dictated by the on-going transmission system studies. These studies may identify additional upgrades 
needed to accommodate the proposed interconnection, including modifications at existing Western 
substations that could include installing new control buildings, new circuit breakers and controls; adding 
new electrical equipment, which would include installing new concrete foundations for electrical 
equipment and buildings, substation bus work, cable trenches, buried cable grounding grid, and new 
surface grounding material; and/or replacing existing equipment and/or conductors with new equipment 
and/or conductors to accommodate the proposed interconnection. 

If any needed transmission system modifications are identified after the completion of the EIS, Western 
would address the environmental impacts of these modifications in accordance with regulatory 
requirements. 

3.8 ISSUES OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE EIS 

Some comments were received regarding the project proponent, Searchlight Wind. These comments in 
some instances requested a detailed analysis of the company and investors. It was requested that the EIS 
disclose who the investors are, if the company is foreign-owned, and what actions (if any) state-elected 
officials have taken to promote this or other renewable projects on BLM land. An EIS is intended to 
evaluate potential environmental impacts. It is beyond the scope of this effort to evaluate the corporate 
structure or financial resources of Searchlight Wind; therefore, these comments will not be addressed in 
the EIS. 
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Additional questions were received regarding the types of permits that would be required and comments 
were received indicating that the facility should be required to obtain appropriate permits (i.e., air or 
water use permits) prior to construction. Permits required by other federal, state, or local agencies are 
outside the jurisdiction of the BLM and subject to separate processes. While the necessary permits and 
authorities are disclosed in this document (see Section 4.6), the preparation and public availability of 
those permit applications will occur independent of the preparation of this EIS. Nevertheless, it is 
important to note that all federal, state or local permits pertaining to the proposed actions of the applicant 
are required to be in place prior to the issuance of the Notice to Proceed.  
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4.0 SUMMARY OF FUTURE STEPS IN THE EIS PROCESS 

The process for the EIS requires a team of interdisciplinary resource specialists to complete each step. An 
important part of the BLM planning process is engaging the public and relevant agencies from the earliest 
stages of and throughout the planning process to address issues, comments, and concerns. The steps of the 
planning process and agency authority and decisions to be made are described below. Figure 4-1 provides 
a summary of the EIS process and schedule. 

Figure 4-1 Planning Process Flow Chart 

 

4.1 IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES 

Issues associated with the proposed project were identified through the scoping period, which initiated the 
planning process. The scoping process and the issues identified through the scoping process are 
documented in this scoping report, which is also available on the project website 
(http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy.html) and from the BLM Las Vegas Field 
Office. 

4.2 DATA INFORMATION AND COLLECTION 

Much of the necessary resource data and information will be compiled and used from existing data on file 
at BLM Las Vegas Field Office, BLM Nevada State Office, or through other local agencies and academic 
institutions. Additional data and information will be obtained from current studies being conducted by 
BLM and other sources to update and/or supplement BLM’s data.  

Data could be obtained from published and unpublished reports, maps, and digital information for use in a 
geographic information system (GIS). Generally, the resources and resource uses to be addressed include 
the following: 
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 Land Use  

 Recreation and Access 

 Special Management Areas ( including Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Special 
Recreation Management Areas, and Wilderness Study Areas)  

 Groundwater and Surface-Water Resources 

 Climate and Air Quality 

 Biological Resources (including vegetation, wildlife, special status species, wild horses and 
burros, noxious weeds and invasive species) 

 Geology, Soils, and Minerals 

 Noise 

 Archaeological Resources, Historic Properties, and Paleontological Resources 

 Visual Resources 

 Social and Economic Conditions 

 Environmental Justice 

 Public Health and Safety, Hazardous Materials and Waste 

During the data collection and information collection step of the EIS process, BLM will initiate specific 
coordination with agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for Section 7 consultation, the 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office for Section 106 consultation, and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers for Section 404 consultation, to ensure these procedures are completed in conjunction with the 
EIS process. In addition, a summary of all tribal coordination and consultation will be included in 
Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination, of the Draft EIS. 

4.3 IDENTIFYING ALTERNATIVES, ASSESSING IMPACTS, AND PLANNING 
MITIGATION 

Based on collected data, including public comments, a description of proposed actions and alternatives 
(including no action) will be developed. Only alternatives that meet a standard of technical and economic 
feasibility will be considered in detail. Proposed alternative actions will be responsive to issues identified 
through the scoping process, fulfill the purpose and need (as described in the EIS), be consistent with 
agency planning documents, and address key social and environmental concerns. Impacts that could result 
from implementing the proposed action and alternatives will be analyzed and measures to mitigate those 
impacts will be identified where appropriate.  
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4.4 DRAFT EIS AND PUBLIC REVIEW  

A summary of the scoping process, data collection efforts, and the findings of the impact assessment and 
mitigation planning will be documented in a Draft EIS. The Draft EIS is expected to be available for 
public review by mid-2010. To initiate the public comment period, the BLM will file the Draft EIS with 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Upon receipt of the document, the EPA will publish a 
filing notice in the Federal Register. The date the EPA notice appears in the Federal Register is the date 
that the public review period begins. The BLM will then inform the public that the Draft EIS is available 
for public comment by publishing a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register and advertising in local 
media. Public comments will be accepted for a period of either 45 or 60 days. During this time, meetings 
will be held to receive comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIS.  

4.5 PREPARE FINAL EIS AND ISSUE RECORD OF DECISION 

BLM will review and prepare responses to comments received on the Draft EIS. The EIS may or may not 
be modified based on public comments; however, all substantive comments and responses will be 
incorporated into the Final EIS. 

The Final EIS also will be made available for the public to review for a period of 30 days, estimated for 
the fall of 2010. The availability of the Final EIS will be announced in the Federal Register and 
advertised in local media. Following the 30-day period, BLM will address any protests and/or issues in a 
Record of Decision, currently expected in early 2011.  

In response to its need for agency action, Western will adopt the EIS and use it to support a decision on 
whether or not to grant the interconnection for the proposed wind generating facility. Western’s decision 
will be addressed in a separate Record of Decision, currently expected in early 2011.  

4.6 AGENCY AUTHORITIES AND DECISIONS TO BE MADE 

Prior to and during the scoping process, BLM anticipated the discretionary government actions that would 
need to be addressed in the EIS, and decisions related to those actions. Table 4-1 represents a preliminary 
list of likely decisions and actions required for each component of the proposed project.  
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Table 4-1 Potential Agency Decisions and Actions 

Agency Permit/Approval Required 
FEDERAL 
Bureau of Land Management   NEPA Implementation; Issuance of Right-of-way Grant 
Department of Defense, Department of Homeland 
Security 

Consultation Regarding Military Radar 

Western Area Power Administration, an Agency of 
the U.S. Department of Energy 

NEPA Implementation; Acquisition of Right-of-way Grant 
for Electrical Interconnection Facility/Substation; Decision 
whether or not to grant interconnection 

Federal Aviation Administration Aviation Hazard Clearance; Approval of Lighting Plan 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act, Section 404, Nationwide Permit 12 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species Act, Section 7, Consultation and 

Biological Opinion 
STATE 
Nevada Department of Wildlife Project Review Including Wildlife and Habitat Consultation 
State Historic Preservation Office Section 106, Consultation under National and State Historic 

Preservation Acts 
Nevada Public Utility Commission Utility Environmental Protection Act Compliance 
Nevada Department of Transportation State and County Right-of-way Encroachment Permits; 

Oversize/Overweight Permits 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

General Stormwater Permit for Construction Activities and 
401 Water Quality Certification. O&M SWPPP and SPCCP 

Nevada Division of Water Resources Well Permit 
Nevada State Fire Marshall Hazardous Materials Storage Permit; Nevada Combined 

Agency Permit; Tier II Compliance 
LOCAL 
Clark County Comprehensive Planning Special use permit; Waiver of Development Standards; 

Building Permit 
Clark County Regional Flood Control District Federal Emergency Management Agency Map Review and 

Clark County Regional Flood Control District Plan 
Compliance 

Clark County Health District Air Pollution Control 
Division 

Dust Control Permit; Grading Permit 

Clark County Health District Septic System Permit 
Clark County Fire Department Blasting Permits (if necessary) 
Notes: NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act; O&M = operations and maintenance; SPCCP = spill 

prevention control and countermeasures plan; SWPPP = stormwater pollution prevention plan  
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(1) advise other Federal and State 
agencies and the public of our intention 
to conduct detailed planning on this 
refuge, and (2) obtain suggestions and 
information on the scope of topics to 
consider in the environmental 
document and during development of 
the CCP. 

Background 

The CCP Process 

The National Wildlife Refuge System 
Improvement Act of 1997 (Improvement 
Act) (16 U.S.C. 668dd–668ee), which 
amended the National Wildlife Refuge 
System Administration Act of 1966, 
requires us to develop a CCP for each 
national wildlife refuge. The purpose for 
developing a CCP is to provide refuge 
managers with a 15-year plan for 
achieving refuge purposes and 
contributing toward the mission of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System 
(NWRS), consistent with sound 
principles of fish and wildlife 
management, conservation, legal 
mandates, and our policies. In addition 
to outlining broad management 
direction on conserving wildlife and 
their habitats, CCPs identify wildlife- 
dependent recreational opportunities 
available to the public, including 
opportunities for hunting, fishing, 
wildlife observation and photography, 
and environmental education and 
interpretation. We will review and 
update the CCP at least every 15 years 
in accordance with the Improvement 
Act and NEPA. 

We establish each unit of the NWRS 
for specific purposes. We use these 
purposes as the basis to develop and 
prioritize management goals and 
objectives for the refuge within the 
NWRS mission, and to determine how 
the public can use the refuge. The 
planning process is a way for us and the 
public to evaluate management goals 
and objectives for the best possible 
conservation approach to this important 
wildlife habitat, while providing for 
wildlife-dependent recreation 
opportunities that are compatible with 
the refuge’s establishing purposes and 
the mission of the NWRS. Our CCP 
process provides opportunities for 
Tribal, State, and local governments; 
agencies; organizations; and the public 
to participate. At this time, we 
encourage the public to provide input in 
the form of issues, concerns, ideas, and 
suggestions for the future management 
of John Hay NWR. 

We will conduct the environmental 
review of this environmental assessment 
in accordance with the requirements of 
NEPA, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.); NEPA regulations (40 CFR parts 

1500–1508); other appropriate Federal 
laws and regulations; and our policies 
and procedures for compliance with 
those laws and regulations. 

John Hay National Wildlife Refuge 
John Hay NWR was the former 

summer estate of historic figure John 
Hay. It was donated to the Service in 
1972 by Alice Hay to be used as a 
migratory bird and wildlife reservation. 
Currently, the refuge consists of 
approximately 80 acres on the shores of 
Lake Sunapee in Newbury, New 
Hampshire, and consists of upland 
northern forests, and undeveloped 
shoreline. These areas serve the habitat 
needs of waterfowl, wading birds, and 
raptors. 

Scoping: Preliminary Issues, Concerns, 
and Opportunities 

We have identified preliminary 
issues, concerns, and opportunities that 
we may address in the CCP. We have 
briefly summarized these issues below. 
During public scoping, we may identify 
additional issues. 

Public use throughout the refuge will 
be reevaluated in relation to wildlife- 
dependent recreation and other mission 
compatible uses. These include an 
ADA-compliant interpretive nature trail, 
overlooks, and a trailhead at the Fells 
parking area. We will also explore 
different visitor use options for the 
refuge. 

Access to the refuge from the adjacent 
Fells property needs to be coordinated 
in terms of the use of their parking area 
or the creation of a second parking area, 
and the establishment of a trailhead or 
other interpretive information on their 
property. 

We need to address how the Service 
can create a more visible presence at the 
refuge and the adjacent Fells property. 
Potential avenues are through signs, 
kiosks, and seasonal staff. 

Public Meetings 
We will involve the public through 

open houses, informational and 
technical meetings, and written 
comments. We will release mailings, 
news releases, and announcements to 
provide information about opportunities 
for public involvement in the planning 
process. You can obtain the schedule 
from the planning team leader or project 
leader (see ADDRESSES). You may also 
submit comments anytime during the 
planning process by mail, electronic 
mail, or fax (see ADDRESSES). There will 
be additional opportunities to provide 
public input once we have prepared a 
draft CCP. 

We anticipate that public meetings 
will be held in Newbury, New 

Hampshire. For specific information 
including dates, times, and locations, 
contact the project leader (see 
ADDRESSES) or visit our Web site at 
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/johnhay. 

Public Availability of Comments 
Our practice is to make comments, 

including names, home addresses, home 
phone numbers, and electronic mail 
addresses of respondents available for 
public review. Individual respondents 
may request that we withhold their 
names and/or home addresses, etc., but 
if you wish us to consider withholding 
this information, you must state this 
prominently at the beginning of your 
comments. In addition, you must 
present a rationale for withholding this 
information. This rationale must 
demonstrate that disclosure would 
constitute a clearly unwarranted 
invasion of privacy. Unsupported 
assertions will not meet this burden. In 
the absence of exceptional, 
documentable circumstances, this 
information will be released. We will 
always make submissions from 
organizations or businesses, and from 
individuals identifying themselves as 
representatives of or officials of 
organizations or businesses, available 
for public inspection in their entirety. 

Dated: October 1, 2008. 
Wendi Weber, 
Acting Regional Director, Northeast Region, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Hadley, 
Massachusetts. 
[FR Doc. E8–28914 Filed 12–15–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[LLNV050000–L51010000.ER0000.F8740000; 
NVN–084626; 09–08807; TAS: 14X5017] 

Proposed Wind Energy Project, 
Searchlight, NV 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS). 

SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq., 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
Las Vegas Field Office will prepare an 
EIS for a wind energy project located on 
public lands in Clark County, Nevada. 
DATES: This notice initiates the public 
scoping process. Comments on issues 
may be submitted in writing until 
February 17, 2009. Any scoping 
meetings will be announced 15 days in 
advance through local news media and 
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the BLM Web site at: http:// 
www.nv.blm.gov/vegas/default.html. 

ADDRESSES: Submit comments related to 
the project by any of the following 
methods: 

• E-mail: mchandle@nv.blm.gov 
• Fax: (702) 515–5064 (attention 

Mark Chandler) 
• Mail: BLM Las Vegas Field Office, 

4701 North Torrey Pines Drive, Las 
Vegas, NV 89130–2301 

Documents pertinent to this project 
may be examined at the Las Vegas Field 
Office. Additional opportunities for 
public participation will be provided on 
publication of the draft EIS. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information and/or to have your 
name added to the mailing list, call 
Mark Chandler, (702) 515–5064; or e- 
mail mchandle@nv.blm.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC, has 
submitted an application for the 
construction, operation, maintenence, 
and termination of a wind energy 
generation site. The proposed project 
would consist of 156 wind turbine 
generators and related rights-of-way 
appurtenances, including a substation 
administered by the Western Area 
Power Administration east of 
Searchlight, Nevada. The proposed 
wind energy project would produce 
approximately 359 megawatts of 
electricity. The proposed project site 
will be located on approximately 24,383 
acres of public lands surrounding the 
town of Searchlight, Nevada. 

Issues that are anticipated to be 
addressed in this EIS include visual 
impacts, avian impacts, socioeconomic 
impacts, electrical transmission 
capacity, and cumulative impacts. 

Before including your address, phone 
number, e-mail address, or other 
personal identifying information in your 
comment, you should be aware that 
your entire comment—including your 
personal identifying information—may 
be made publicly available at any time. 
While you can ask us in your comment 
to withhold your personal identifying 
information from public review, we 
cannot guarantee that we will be able to 
do so. 

Federal, State, and local agencies, as 
well as individuals or organizations that 
may be interested in or affected by the 
BLM’s decision on this project are 
invited to participate in the scoping 
process and, if eligible, may request or 
be requested by the BLM to participate 
as a cooperating agency. 

Authority: 43 CFR 2800. 

Dated: December 4, 2008. 
Kimber Liebhauser, 
Assistant Field Manager, Lands Division, Las 
Vegas Field Office. 
[FR Doc. E8–29686 Filed 12–15–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310–HC–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[LLID100000–L10200000–PH0000] 

Notice of Public Meeting, Idaho Falls 
District Resource Advisory Council 
Meeting 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of public meetings. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act (FLPMA) and the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act of 1972 (FACA), the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) Idaho Falls 
District Resource Advisory Council 
(RAC), will meet as indicated below. 
DATES: The RAC will next meet in Idaho 
Falls, Idaho on January 20–21, 2009 for 
a two-day meeting. The first day will be 
new member orientation in the 
afternoon starting at 2 p.m. at the Idaho 
Falls BLM Office, 1405 Hollipark Drive, 
Idaho Falls, Idaho. The second day will 
be at the same location starting at 8 a.m. 
with electing a new chairman, vice 
chairman and secretary. Other meeting 
topics include noxious weeds, power 
line corridors, Snake River Activity 
Operations Plan, Upper Snake RMP and 
Recreation RAC items. Other topics will 
be scheduled as appropriate. All 
meetings are open to the public. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 15- 
member Council advises the Secretary 
of the Interior, through the Bureau of 
Land Management, on a variety of 
planning and management issues 
associated with public land 
management in the BLM Idaho Falls 
District (IFD), which covers eastern 
Idaho. 

All meetings are open to the public. 
The public may present written 
comments to the Council. Each formal 
Council meeting will also have time 
allocated for hearing public comments. 
Depending on the number of persons 
wishing to comment and time available, 
the time for individual oral comments 
may be limited. Individuals who plan to 
attend and need special assistance, such 
as sign language interpretation, tour 
transportation or other reasonable 
accommodations, should contact the 
BLM as provided below. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joanna Wilson, RAC Coordinator, Idaho 
Falls District, 1405 Hollipark Dr., Idaho 
Falls, ID 83401. Telephone: (208) 524– 
7550. E-mail: Joanna_Wilson@blm.gov. 

Dated: December 8, 2008. 

Joanna Wilson, 

RAC Coordinator, Public Affairs Specialist. 
[FR Doc. E8–29709 Filed 12–15–08; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310–GG–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[WY–923–1310–FI; WYW172444] 

Wyoming: Notice of Proposed 
Reinstatement of Terminated Oil and 
Gas Lease 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of proposed 
reinstatement of terminated oil and gas 
lease. 

SUMMARY: Under the provisions of 30 
U.S.C. 188(d) and (e), and 43 CFR 
3108.2–3(a) and (b)(1), the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) received a 
petition for reinstatement from 
Chesapeake Exploration, L.L.C. for 
competitive oil and gas lease 
WYW172444 for land in Converse 
County, Wyoming. The petition was 
filed on time and was accompanied by 
all the rentals due since the date the 
lease terminated under the law. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bureau of Land Management, Pamela J. 
Lewis, Chief, Branch of Fluid Minerals 
Adjudication, at (307) 775–6176. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The lessee 
has agreed to the amended lease terms 
for rentals and royalties at rates of 
$10.00 per acre, or fraction thereof, per 
year, and 162⁄3 percent, respectively. 
The lessee has paid the required $500 
administrative fee and $163 to 
reimburse the Department for the cost of 
this Federal Register notice. The lessee 
has met all the requirements for 
reinstatement of the lease as set out in 
Sections 31(d) and (e) of the Mineral 
Lands Leasing Act of 1920 (30 U.S.C. 
188), and the Bureau of Land 
Management is proposing to reinstate 
lease WYW172444 effective June 1, 
2008, under the original terms and 
conditions of the lease and the 
increased rental and royalty rates cited 
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Searchlight
W I N D  E N E R G Y  P R O J E C T

B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  D r a f t  E I S

January 2009

Bureau of Land Management
Las Vegas Field Office
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89130-2301

Public Meeting Announcement

Please attend one of the following scoping meetings to help identify the range, or scope, of issues related to the Searchlight 
Wind Energy Project. The issues identified during the scoping process will be considered and addressed during preparation 
of the Environmental Impact Statement. All meetings will be held in an open house format with a brief presentation.

SEARCHLIGHT
Tuesday, January 27, 2009
4 pm – 7 pm;  
presentation at 4:30 pm
Searchlight Community Center
200 Michael Wendell Way
Searchlight, NV 89046

LAUGHLIN
Wednesday, January 28, 2009
6 pm – 9 pm;  
presentation at 6:30 pm
William G. Bennett 
Elementary School
2750 South Needles Hwy
Laughlin, NV 89029

BOULDER CITY
Thursday, January 29, 2009 
5 pm – 8 pm; 
presentation at 5:30 pm
Boulder City Library
701 Adams Blvd
Boulder City, NV 89005

Participants will have the opportunity to submit verbal or written comments at all meetings.

Introduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is pre-

paring an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

for the proposed Searchlight Wind Energy project. 

Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC has submitted an ap-

plication for the construction, operation, and main-

tenance of a wind energy generation site on public 

lands adjacent to the town of Searchlight, Nevada. 

The first step in the EIS process is public scoping 

to identify issues and concerns that should be ad-

dressed in the EIS. The 60-day public scoping period 

for the Searchlight Wind Energy Project was initi-

ated on December 16, 2008. This newsletter is being 

provided to potentially interested parties to describe 

the project, announce public scoping meetings, and 

provide opportunities to comment on the project.

Project Description
 
Searchlight Wind, LLC is proposing to develop 

an approximately 370 megawatt (MW) wind en-

ergy facility consisting of up to 161 wind turbine 

generators. The project is located on 24,383 acres 

of public lands east of Searchlight, Nevada (see 

attached map on page 3).  The facility, depending 

upon the wind, would have the capacity to generate 

enough electricity to power over 100,000 house-

holds. This assumes an average household use of 

approximately 9,000 kilo watt hours per year. 

The proposed wind turbine towers would be up to 

262 feet tall from the ground to the hub with blades 

extending up to an additional 153 feet. The total 

height of each turbine would be up to 415 feet.

In addition to the wind turbines, the proposed 

project would require the construction of new 

access roads, an overhead transmission line, two 

electrical substations, an electrical interconnection 

facility/switchyard, an operations and maintenance 

building, and temporary and permanent laydown 

areas. Five permanent meteorological masts would 

be installed on the site to measure the wind speed 

and direction across the site over the life of the 

project. The exact areas of each component are 

subject to change as the project design develops 

and the EIS process proceeds. 

The EIS Process

The proposed facilities would be on public 

land managed by the BLM; therefore, the 

project is considered a Federal action requiring 

review under and compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Under 

NEPA, actions such as the Searchlight Wind 

Energy Project must consider the potential effects 

on the environment including human, natural, and 

cultural resources.

Human 
Environment – land use, social and economic 

conditions, environmental 
justice, visual characteristics, 
noise

Natural 
Environment – air, geology, soils, water, 

vegetation, wildlife, special 
status and avian species

Cultural 
Environment – prehistoric and historic archae-

ological sites, and traditional 
cultural lifeways and resources
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The NEPA process for the proposed project is anticipated 

to occur within a 24-28 month timeframe and consist of 

several steps depicted in the flow chart below.

At this early stage in the process, BLM (the lead Federal 

agency) will identify the range or scope of public and 

agency issues through comments received in meetings and 

discussions with relevant agencies and the public.

Once the BLM has an understanding of the issues, the 

study team will begin to gather data on resources within 

the study area. Based on the description of the proposed 

project and any alternatives to be evaluated; issues 

identified; and resource data, the EIS team will assess 

potential impacts that could result from the project and 

identify measures to mitigate, or reduce those impacts.

Public Scoping

BLM understands the importance of involving the public 

and agencies in the planning process. During public 

scoping, BLM encourages comments to identify issues and 

concerns that are important in the region and that need to 

be addressed in the EIS. 

The first opportunity for you to participate will be the 

upcoming public scoping meetings. These public meetings 

are planned for Boulder City, Searchlight, and Laughlin, 

Nevada in January of 2009 as noted on the back of this 

newsletter. These meetings also will be announced in local 

newspapers and at www.nv.blm.gov/vegas/default.html.  

Comments can be submitted orally or in writing at 

the public meetings, as well as by mail, fax or e-mail. 

Comments will be most helpful in the preparation of the 

Draft EIS if they are submitted by February 17, 2009.

The scoping 

meetings will be 

held in an open 

house format, with a 

brief presentation to 

provide an overview 

of the project and 

EIS process. Project 

team members 

will be available at 

display stations to 

answer questions 

and take note of 

your comments.

If you have questions, would like to be on the 
mailing list, or would like to speak to a project 
representative, please use the contact information 
below.

How to Submit 

Written Comments

Remember, comments will be most helpful if 
submitted in writing by February 17, 2009.

E-mail: Searchlight_Wind_Energy_EIS@blm.gov
Fax:     702-515-5010
Mail:   BLM Las Vegas Field Office, 
 4701 North Torrey Pines Drive, 
 Las Vegas, NV 89130-2301
Phone: 702-515-5000

BLM will provide opportunities to comment on the status 

of the project throughout the EIS process.  Preliminary 

work on the Draft EIS has already started; the scoping 

process will help BLM identify issues not already 

considered in the Draft and help in the formulation of 

the alternatives to be presented in the Draft. A Notice Of 

Availability (NOA) will be published by the BLM and the 

Environmental Protections Agency (EPA) in the Federal 

Register when the Draft EIS is published.  The EPA-NOA 

starts the 45-day public review and comment period where 

BLM will conduct public meetings to accept comments on 

the draft document.  Written comments will be accepted 

during that time.



SEARCHLIGHT WIND ENERGY PROJECT
PUBLIC MEETING ANNOUNCEMENT

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is holding public scoping 
meetings to receive comments on a proposed wind energy project near 
the town of Searchlight, Nevada. Please plan to attend one of the 
following open house meetings:

For questions on this project please contact Mark Chandler, BLM Project 
Manager, at 702-515-5000.

SEARCHLIGHT
Tuesday,
January 27, 2009
4 pm – 7 pm; 
brief presentation 
at 4:30 pm
Searchlight Community 
  Center
200 Michael 
  Wendell Way
Searchlight, NV 89046

LAUGHLIN
Wednesday, 
January 28, 2009
6 pm – 9 pm; 
brief presentation 
at 6:30 pm
William G. Bennett 
  Elementary School
2750 South 
  Needles Hwy
Laughlin, NV 89029

BOULDER CITY 
Thursday,
January 29, 2009
5 pm – 8 pm; 
brief presentation 
at 5:30 pm
Boulder City Library
701 Adams Blvd.
Boulder City, NV 89005



PRESS RELEASE DISTRIBUTION LIST 
 
General Media 
 
Television Stations 
  KVBC TV 3 

KVVU TV 5  
  KLAS TV 8 

KLVX TV 10 
KTNV TV 13 

  KVWB TV 21 
KVMP 41 

  Telemundo 39 
 
Newspapers 
 
(Daily)  Las Vegas Review-Journal 
  Las Vegas Sun 
 
(Weekly) City Life 
  Boulder City News 
  LV Asian Journal 
  The Spectrum 
 
(Other)  Associated Press 

Henderson Home News  
  Jewish Reporter 
  High Country News  

The Business Voice (Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce) 
View Neighborhood Newspapers 
Associated General Contractors  
Pahrump Valley Times  
Mesquite Local News 

 
Radio 

KNPR 89.5 FM  
KNEWS 970, 1140, 1250 AM 
KUNV 91.5 FM 
KDWN 720 AM 
KLAV 1230 AM 
KNYE 95.1 FM 
KXNT 840 AM 
Metro Networks/Shadow Broadcasting 
Highway Radio 

 
Spanish Language 
  Entravision Communications 
  El Mundo Newspaper 
 
 



Elected Officials 
 
Senators 

Harry Reid 
  John Ensign 
   
Congressman 

Shelly Berkley 
 
State Senate  

John Porter 
 
Other 
  Public Affairs Office – City of Las Vegas 
  Public Communications Department – Clark County 

Public Affairs Office – Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  
 



BLM Nevada News 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE         January 22, 2009 
Contact: Hillerie Patton,  702-515-5046 
 
 
BLM to hold Public Meetings on Wind Energy Proposal near Searchlight 
 
LAS VEGAS – The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Las Vegas Field Office is seeking 
public input on issues to address the development of a draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) on a wind-powered electric generating facility proposed near Searchlight.  The meetings 
will be held Tuesday, January 27 at the Searchlight Community Center from 4 p.m. – 7 p.m.; 
Wednesday, January 28 at the William G. Bennett Elementary School in Laughlin from 6 p.m. – 
9 p.m., and Thursday, January 29 at the Boulder City Library from 5 p.m. – 8 p.m. The meetings 
will be held in an open house format with a brief presentation.  
 
The BLM published Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register on December 16, 2008.  A 
notice of intent advises the public of the preparation of an EIS to evaluate any potential impacts, 
which could occur from the construction and operation of the project.  These public meetings are 
the first step in the EIS study process. The wind generation facility would be located on 
approximately 24,383 acres near Searchlight, and could generate enough electricity for more 
than 90,000 homes. In addition to the 161 wind turbines that would be constructed, the project 
would require new access roads, an overhead transmission line, two electrical substations, and 
other facilities. The wind turbines could be up to 415 feet tall depending on final design.  
 
The public is encouraged to submit written comments before February 17, 2009.  Comments may 
be submitted in writing to: Searchlight_Wind_Energy_EIS@blm.gov, or to the BLM Las Vegas 
Field Office, 4701 North Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas, NV 89130-2301, 702.515.5010 (fax).  
For more information, please contact:  Mark Chandler at 702-515-5064. 
 
 

-BLM- 
 
The BLM manages more land – 258 million acres – than any other Federal agency.  This land, known as the 
National System of Public Lands, is primarily located in 12 Western States, including Alaska.  The Bureau, with a 
budget of about $1 billion, also administers 700 million acres of sub-surface mineral estate throughout the nation.  
The BLM’s multiple-use mission is to sustain the health and productivity of the public lands for the use and 
enjoyment of present and future generations.  The Bureau accomplishes this by managing such activities as outdoor 
recreation, livestock grazing, mineral development, and energy production, and by conserving natural, historical, 
cultural, and other resources on public lands. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 

Boards 
Presentation 
Sign-in sheet 

Comment form 
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The BLM wants your 

input on the scope or 

range of issues related 

to the Searchlight 

Wind Energy Project. 

The issues identified 

during scoping will 

be considered and 

addressed during 

preparation of the 

Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS).

Public Scoping Meeting
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Roles and Responsibilities  

Duke Energy –  
As the project proponent, Duke will develop, 
construct, and operate the Project.
BLM –  
BLM manages the land on which the project 
is proposed. As the Responsible Lead Agency, 
BLM is responsible for preparing the EIS to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA).
WAPA –  
Participating as Cooperating Agency under 
NEPA, WAPA owns and operates the 230kV 
transmission line to which the Project will 
connect and deliver power into the electrical grid.
URS –  
Third-party contractor assisting BLM with 
preparation of the EIS.
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What is Scoping?

The National Environmental Policy Act requires 
that there shall be an early and open process for 
determining the scope of issues to be addressed 
and for identifying the significant issues related to 
a proposed action.  This process is termed Scoping.  
Scoping is a continual process that ensures the 
content of the environmental analysis is focused 
properly. Scoping is an opportunity for persons who 
would be affected or interested to provide input and 
to express their environmental concerns regarding 
the proposed project. 

Overall scoping helps to:

Identify the relevant issues related to the  
resources and values in the project area

Identify feasible alternatives



Searchlight
W I N D  E N E R G Y  P R O J E C T

B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  D r a f t  E I S B
L
M

L
a
s
 V

e
g

a
s
 F

ie
ld

 O
ffi

c
e
 / N

e
v
a
d

a

Purpose and Need  

To provide a local, domestic energy source
To reduce greenhouse gas emissions that result 
from fossil fuel energy generation
To fulfill many state and national renewable 
energy policies, including the Nevada Renewable 
Portfolio Standard  (NRPS) (Assembly Bill 366, 
Senate Bill 372) which requires that 15 percent of 
all electricity generated in Nevada be renewable 
by the year 2013
To serve existing and future needs for power in 
Nevada
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Project Description

Facility will provide approximately  
370 megawatts (MW) of electricity –  
power to more than 100,000 homes
Facility components include: 
o 161 wind turbines 
o New and upgraded access roads
o Overhead transmission lines
o Operations and Maintenance (O&M) building  
o Electrical interconnection / switchyard
o Two electrical substations
o Two lay down areas  
  (one temporary, one permanent)
o Five permanent meteorological masts
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Project Location
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Typical Structure Example

Up to 413’

Up to 262’

Up to 151’
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Typical Wind Turbine 

Construction

WTG Foundation Plan

Section A-A

Top of Pier

Pedestal

Footing

A A

Top of
Finished
Grade
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EIS Studies

The EIS will analyze the existing local environment 
and potential impacts that could occur as a result of 
the proposed project. Ways to mitigate, or reduce 
impacts on the environment will also be identified. 
Topics to be addressed in the EIS include:

Human Environment - land use, social and 
economic conditions, environmental  
justice, visual characteristics and noise

Natural Environment - air, geology, soils, 
water, vegetation, wildlife, special status  
and avian species

Cultural Environment – prehistoric and 
historic archaeological sites, and  
traditional cultural lifeways and resources
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How to Make Your 

Comments Most Effective

One comment can make a difference. 

Identify specific information that should be  
considered during the EIS process
Offer a specific idea of how to address a  
particular concern
Provide specific information about how a  
particular element of the project would  
affect you
Speak to a project team member if you have  
any questions on project information
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Public Information and 

Feedback Opportunities

60-day scoping period to identify initial  
project issues
Scoping meetings

SEARCHLIGHT
Tuesday, January 27, 2009
4 pm – 7 pm;  
presentation at 4:30 pm
Searchlight Community Center
200 Michael Wendell Way
Searchlight, NV 89046

LAUGHLIN
Wednesday, January 28, 2009
6 pm – 9 pm;  
presentation at 6:30 pm
William G. Bennett 
Elementary School
2750 South Needles Hwy
Laughlin, NV 89029

BOULDER CITY
Thursday, January 29, 2009 
5 pm – 8 pm; 
presentation at 5:30 pm
Boulder City Library
701 Adams Blvd.
Boulder City, NV 89005

Public meetings and 45-day public review period  
on Draft EIS in fall 2010
Mailing list and newsletter updates throughout  
the project
Contact BLM Project Manager Mark Chandler,  
702.515.5000
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PUBLIC 
SCOPING 
MEETINGS

January 2009



Project Team

• Duke Energy 
(Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC)

• Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
• Western Area Power Administration 

(Western)
• URS (NEPA consultant)



Need for Agency Action

• BLM is responding to an application from 
Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC for land use 
permits.

• Western is responding to an application to 
interconnect the proposed wind energy 
facility with Western' electrical transmission 
system.



Purpose of Meeting

• To provide information to you regarding the 
proposed project.

• To hear your issues and concerns related to 
the proposed project.



What is Scoping?

• Helps to identify issues that should be 
addressed in the EIS.

• Helps to identify feasible alternatives that 
should be evaluated in the EIS.

• Provides the public and other interested 
parties the opportunity to express comments 
and concerns.



Project
Description

• Located on 
24,383 acres 
of public land 
in the vicinity 
of Searchlight, 
Nevada



Project Description
• Would generate up to 370 megawatts of electricity
• Up to 161 wind turbines
• Power delivery over Western's Mead-Davis 230-kV 

transmission line 
• Associated facilities

– Access roads
– Transmission lines
– Switchyard/substations
– Meteorological masts
– Operations and maintenance facility 



Project Description



National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA)
• “The National Environmental Policy Act is 

our basic national charter for protection of the 
environment.” [40 CFR Part 1500.1(a)]

• An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
will be prepared in compliance with NEPA.



Resources to be Analyzed
• Land uses
• Visual resources
• Noise 
• Biological resources
• Cultural resources
• Air quality
• Geology and soils
• Water resources

• Socioeconomic 
conditions

• Environmental justice
• Public health and safety
• Environmental 

regulatory compliance
• Other resources as 

directed by BLM



Studies Proposed and Underway

Studies Underway
• Avian and bat surveys 
• Aerial photographs
• Refined topography 

mapping

Proposed Studies
• Sociological and 

economic study
• Visual studies and 

simulations of the 
proposed project 

• Noise studies



NEPA Process



How You Can Participate

• Complete a comment form with your name 
and address.

• Submit written comments to:
– Searchlight_Wind_Energy_EIS@blm.gov
– Fax: 702-515-5010
– BLM Las Vegas Field Office

4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, NV  89130-2301



How You Can Participate

• Public meetings and 45-day review period on 
Draft EIS

• Mailing list and newsletter updates 
throughout the project

• www.nv.blm.gov/vegas/default.html 
• Contact BLM Project Manager Mark 

Chandler, 702-515-5000



How to Make Your Comments 
Most Effective 
One comment can make a difference.

• Identify specific information that should be 
considered during the EIS process.

• Offer a specific idea of how to address a 
particular concern.

• Provide specific information about how a 
particular element of the project would affect 
you.



Name

Copies of this sign-in form may become part of the public record associated with this proposed project.  Individuals requesting that their name and address be withheld from public 
review or from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act must check "Yes" in the personal information column.  Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by law. 

Mailing Address

Yes

Phone Number

Do you wish
to be added to
the mailing list

for this project?

No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

PLEASE SIGN IN

Searchlight
W I N D  E N E R G Y  P R O J E C T

B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  D r a f t  E I S

January 2009

Scoping Meeting  
Sign In Form

Date: ___________



SCOPING COMMENT FORM
Bureau of Land Management, Las Vegas Field Office/Nevada

Searchlight
W I N D  E N E R G Y  P R O J E C T

B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  D r a f t  E I S BLM

At this early stage in the planning process, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is holding scoping meetings to help 
identify the range, or scope, of issues related to the Searchlight Wind Energy Project. The issues identified by the public dur-
ing the scoping process will be considered and addressed during preparation of the environmental impact statement. Please 
take a few minutes to answer the questions below and return this sheet as addressed on the other side. Comments would be 
most helpful if received on or before the scoping period closing date of February 17, 2009. 

Please provide your current mailing address and/or any additional names and addresses you think should be 
included on our mailing list.

Meeting Location: ___________________________________________________________________________________	
Your Name: ___________________________________	 Name: ___________________________________________
Address: ______________________________________	 Address: __________________________________________
City/State/Zip: ________________________________	 City/State/Zip: ____________________________________
 
Please check all that apply:

__	 Add my name to the mailing list for this project
__	 Do not include my name on the mailing list
__	 Withhold my name/address to extent allowed by law (only for persons not representing  

organizations)*

*All comments received by BLM become part of the public record associated with this proposed project. Accordingly, your comments (including name 
and address) will be available for review by any person that wishes to review the record. At your request, we will withhold your name and address to the 
extent allowed by the Freedom of Information Act or any other law.

1.	 Please describe any issues or concerns that should be addressed in the environmental impact statement. ______________

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	

_______________________________________________________________________________________________	



Place 
stamp 
here

Fold, tape top of form, and mail your comments to the address below:

2.	 Please provide any other comments you may have on the overall project. ______________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	 _______________________________________________________________________________________________	

Mark Chandler
BLM Project Manager
BLM Las Vegas Field Office
4701 N. Torrey Pines Dr.
Las Vegas, Nevada 89130
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Appendix A-2:  Notice of Availability and Publications















 

SEARCHLIGHT WIND ENERGY PROJECT  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  

PUBLIC MEETING ANNOUNCEMENT

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is holding public meetings to receive comments on the 
Searchlight Wind Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Please plan to attend one 
of the following meetings: 

Laughlin 
Tuesday, 
February 21, 2012 
6 pm – 8 pm 
Clark County Regional 
Government Center 
101 Civic Way 
Laughlin, NV 89029 

Searchlight 
Wednesday, 
February 22, 2012 
6 pm – 8 pm 
Searchlight Community 
Center 
200 Michael Wendell Way 
Searchlight, NV 89046

Boulder City 
Thursday, 
February 23, 2012 
6 pm – 8 pm 
Boulder City Library 
701 Adams Blvd. 
Boulder City, NV 89005 
 

For further information, please contact Gregory Helseth, BLM Project Manager, at (702) 515-
5176 or send an email to: blm_nv_sndo_searchlightwindenergyEIS@blm.gov. 

mailto:BLM_NV_SNDO_SearchlightWindEnergyEIS@blm.gov
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Appendix A-3:  Public Hearing Materials
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Appendix A-4:  BLM Response to Comments on the 
DEIS
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Federal Agency



 

Federal Agency Comments  |1 
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Federal Agency Comments  |3 
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Section 4.6-Air Quality Impacts has been amended to use the 
correct PM-10 emissions threshold of 70 tons/year. Section 4.6-
Air Quality Impacts has been updated to include, in tabular 
format, each alternative, emission contributions toward 
NAAQS, and demonstrate whether or not each alternative will 
contribute to regional exceedances based on these standards. 

 

 

Section 4.6-Air Quality Impacts has been amended to use the 
correct PM-10 emissions threshold of 70 tons/year.  BLM and 
Applicant will work with the local air district and EPA to 
complete the evaluation and to determine whether general 
conformity can be achieved. 
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Section 3.3-Water Resources characterizes the function of 
ephemeral washes as periodic storm water conveyance.  MM-
Water-1-7 and APMs 1, 4, and 5 accomplish these objectives as 
they are designed to protect and maintain the function of the 
existing ephemeral drainages to the extent possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 2.3.3-Public Access and Safety has been updated to 
reflect that project fencing would be designed and constructed to 
meet appropriate hydrologic performance standards both for 
flows and to protect water quality and meet regulatory 
requirements. 
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The FEIS includes a description of the possible presence of a 
FEMA mapped flood hazard zone and include potential impacts, 
if any, on the Project and describe mitigating measures to reduce 
possible flood impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Applicant will coordinate with the Las Vegas Valley Water 
District to support the water needs for the project. If sufficient 
resources are not available, the Applicant will procure water 
from local willing sellers. 

 

 

 

 

See Section 3.3.2.6-Jurisdictional Waters, Drainages, and 
Riparian Areas, for determination of jurisdictional waters at the 
project site. It is anticipated the Project would qualify for a 
Nationwide Section 404.  The Corps is planning on processing 
the application upon completion of the NEPA process. 



 

Federal Agency Comments  |7 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to 
Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 
Consultation and Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion). 
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Refer to Section 5.2.3-Coordination on the BBCS and Appendix 
B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (formerly referred to 
as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]), which have been 
added to the EIS. 

 

 

 

 

BLM reviewed the mine information in the area and selected the 
mines that they were most concerned about due to previous 
surveys and possible hibernacula. 

Acoustic monitoring at the Project revealed the presence of 16 
species of bats, which is a relatively high diversity.   The 
richness reflects the topographical diversity found at the Project, 
which accounts for available foraging and roosting habitats 
(O’Farrell 2010). The level of species richness may also be a 
function of intensive sampling over 2 full years, unlike many 
acoustic-monitoring studies, which are limited to certain 
seasons.  Taking this into consideration, it is unlikely that bat 
diversity and use of the area have been underestimated. 

Detention ponds would be a temporary bat attractant, but would 
be reclaimed after construction is completed as stated in MM-
BIO-1.  Refer to Section 2.3.2-Construction under Temporary 
Concrete Batch Plant for a description of wildlife deterrent 
measures.  If necessary, an artificial pond permit would be 
obtained from the Nevada Department of Wildlife.  The 
artificial pond permit would require regular inspection, 
maintenance, and reporting of wildlife mortality.   

The only permanent structures include the O&M building, 
WTGs, and the switching station, which are all unlikely to 
provide roosting opportunities; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are proposed. 
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Refer to Section 5.2.3-Coordination on the BBCS and Appendix 
B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (formerly referred to 
as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]), which have been 
added to the EIS. 

Early in the project methods nocturnal avian surveys were 
considered.  However, little data exists that correlates migrant 
passage rate with mortality at wind farms; therefore, it was 
determined that nocturnal migrant surveys would not help in 
assessing impacts to birds.  For more information refer to 
Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy. 

Added a discussion of the bird use in the area relative to the 
Pacific Flyway in Section 4.4.5.11 Migratory Birds - Direct and 
Indirect Effects by Alternative and in Appendix B-4:  Bird and 
Bat Conservation Strategy. 

 

Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy has been 
added to the EIS. 
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Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy has been 
added to the EIS.  The decision if a take permit (and associated 
ECP) is being requested is between the FWS and Searchlight 
Wind Energy, LLC. 
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Section 4.17 Cumulative Impacts Analysis has been updated. 
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Refer to Section 5.2.4-Native American Consultation for a 
summary of the tribal consultation process and results. The 
comments expressed would not differ between alternatives.  An 
MOA, in consultation with the Nevada SHPO, will be 
completed prior to the signing of the ROD.  Avoidance and 
proposed cultural mitigation measures as well as an 
ethnographic/ethno-historic study preclude the need for 
treatment plans for the NRHP-eligible properties. 
 

 

 

 

 

Section 3.5-Cultural Resources has been modified to indicate 
that existing access roads and/or highways cross the 
Congressional route of the Mojave Road Variant of the Old 
Spanish Trail. No surface evidence of the trail is present and the 
town of Searchlight, bladed roads, and multiple transmission 
lines has already physically and visually impacted the corridor. 
No mitigation measures are recommended. In concurrence with 
the National Trails Intermountain Region Office of the NPS, 
there would be no conflict with the Mojave Route and this 
project. The proposed project is consistent with the BLM Wind 
Energy Development Program and Policies. 

 

Implementation of applicant proposed measures are the 
responsibility of the Applicant as part of the proposed project.  
Although some mitigation measures have not yet been 
developed, all the elements of those plans are included in the 
EIS.  The following mitigation plans have been completed and 
included in the document:  Appendix B-1:  Weed Management 
Plan, Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan, and Appendix B-
4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy 
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BLM requires that mitigation measures are identified as a 
stipulation of the ROW Grant.  Development of mitigation plans 
often requires input, review, and approval by other regulating 
agencies such as USFWS, NDEP, DAQ, and NDOT and are not 
typically completed prior to a Final EIS.   However, all the 
elements and basic requirements of the mitigation plans are 
discussed throughout the EIS. 
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The micro-siting of the 11 turbines is in compliance with BLM 
guidelines. 

 

 

 

 

The location of the switching station is in compliance with BLM 
guidelines. 
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Section 3.5-Cultural Resources has been modified to indicate 
that existing access roads and/or highways cross the 
Congressional route of the Mojave Road Variant of the Old 
Spanish Trail. In November of 2012 the BLM consulted with 
the NPS National Trails Intermountain Region office 
representative and they concurred with the BLM that there 
would be no conflict between this route and the project either 
directly or visually due to this Congressional route already 
having been adversely impacted from historic and modern 
improvements along the corridor in the Searchlight Wind 
Energy Project vicinity.  No mitigation is recommended for this 
project. 

 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

Comment noted.  These plans have been completed by the 
technical team including the USFWS, BLM, NDOW, and 
Tetratec, which has been in place since the beginning of the 
project.  The Terrestrial Wildlife Plan and Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy (formerly known as the Avian and Bat 
Protection Plan [ABPP]) have been completed and included in 
the FEIS (Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan and 
Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 

 
 
A visual resources specialist per BLM Visual Resources 
Management guidance determined contrast ratings.  An updated 
visual simulation for the proposed Western Switching Station 
has been included in the FEIS and re-evaluated.  Text has been 
updated for this KOP to reflect a moderate contrast rating, 
which remains consistent with a Class III Visual Resources 
Management Area. 
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The micro-siting of these 11 turbines is in compliance with 
BLM guidelines. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted.  MM-NOI-1 has been updated to include that 
blasting would be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
during weekdays only. 

The Clark County noise ordinance limit is based on individual 
octave band limits, rather than an overall dBA number.  The 
dBA scale is more familiar to most people.  In order to provide a 
frame of reference, the individual octave band limits from the 
ordinance were combined into a single dBA number, which in 
this case equates to 43 dBA. 

The location of the switching station is in compliance with BLM 
guidelens.  See Section 2.2.3-Western’s Interconnection 
Switching Station Location Alternatives, for a discussion of 
alternatives considered but eliminated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 4.2.1-Western’s Interconnection Switching Station has 
been updated to include the proximity of the proposed switching 
station to the NPS Entrance Station. 
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Comment noted.  A reclamation plan is a condition of the 
bonding process and will be approved by the BLM (BLM-IM-
2009-043). 

 

Figure 3.8-1.  Existing ROWs in the Project Area. has been 
revised.  The proposed project would not encroach on NPS 
ROW. 

 

 

For a map of Federal Aid Highways that included SR 164 see 
the following link: 

http://www.nevadadot.com/uploadedFiles/NDOT/About_NDOT
/NDOT_Divisions/Planning/Roadway_Systems/FCM_Clark.pdf 

 

Refer to Section 3.9.4.7-Dark Skies for a discussion of dark 
skies policy. 

Visual resources are analyzed for visual impacts whether or not 
there are presence of scenic vistas or state-designated scenic 
highways.  All BLM administered surface acres are subject to 
the BLM’s Visual Resource Management policy which calls for 
all BLM administered surface acres to be inventoried for visual 
values and Visual Resource Management (VRM) Classes be 
designated within the Resource Management Plan (RMP) 
establishing visual management objectives.  The Cottonwood 
Cove Access Road is identified as a KOP and analysis 
performed to determine the project’s conformance to the VRM 
Class objectives designated within the RMP. 
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Sections 3.10-Noise, and 3.11-Recreation have been updated to 
include that the Nellis Wilderness Wash is located 
approximately 2-miles from the nearest turbine.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 3.10.2.4-Ambient Sound in the Project Area Vicinity 
has been changed as requested. 

 

 

 

Lines were removed as requested.  Section 4.4.4-Wildlife has 
been updated with a discussion of potential noise impacts to 
wildlife using provided literature. 
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Text has been corrected under KOP 6 – View Across Lake 
Mohave. 

 

Visual resources specialists in accordance with BLM Visual 
Resources Management methodology determined contrast 
ratings.   
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Visual resources specialists per BLM Visual Resources 
Management methodology determined contrast ratings.   

 

 

 

 

Section 4.9 Visual Resources Impacts under Dark Skies has 
been revised per this suggestion. 

 

 

 

 

Visual resources specialists per BLM Visual Resources 
Management guidance determined contrast ratings.  A visual 
simulation for the proposed Western Switching Station has been 
included in the FEIS (Figure 4.9-8.  KOP-17 – View from 
Cottonwood Cove Access Road at MP 4 Looking North).  Text 
has been updated to state that for this KOP a moderate contrast 
rating, which is still consistent with a Class III Visual Resources 
Management Area. 
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FAA would determine flash duration and intensity. 

 

 

 

Section 4.9.4-Mitigation Measures lists mitigation measures that 
would be applicable to both the wind facility and the proposed 
switching station. 

 

 

 Comment noted. 
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MM-VIS-5 in Section 4.9.4-Mitigation Measures has been 
updated to incorporate these suggestions, as appropriate. 

 

The Federal Aviation Administration is assessing the suitability 
of Audio Visual Warning System applications to wind energy 
development.  The BLM is unable to require mitigation 
treatments not yet approved by the air flight safety regulatory 
authority. 

This statement has been removed from Section 4.10-Noise 
Impacts. 
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Section 4.10-Noise Impacts has been clarified as requested. 

 

 

 

Refer to Figure 4.10-1.  Noise Contours for the 96 WTG Layout 
Alternative and Figure 4.10-2.  Noise Contours for the 87 WTG 
Layout Alternative for the illustration of sound levels in the 
LMNRA.  These figures have been updated to illustrate the 
Nellis Wilderness Wash.  Refer to Section 4.10.1-Indicators and 
Methodology and Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by 
Alternative for a discussion of noise modeling methodology and 
noise impacts. 

 

 

Discussion of corona noise added to Section 4.10-Noise 
Impacts. 

 

 

 

Refer to Figure 4.10-1.  Noise Contours for the 96 WTG Layout 
Alternative and Figure 4.10-2.  Noise Contours for the 87 WTG 
Layout Alternative for the illustration of sound levels in the 
LMNRA.  These figures have been updated to illustrate the 
Nellis Wilderness Wash.  Refer to Section 4.10.1-Indicators and 
Methodology and Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by 
Alternative for a discussion of noise modeling methodology and 
noise impacts. 

 

 

Comment noted.  This will be considered in the development of 
the ROW grant. 
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Section 4.4.5.2 Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect Impacts by 
Alternatives has been updated to include a more in-depth 
discussion of indirect and potentially long-term effects on 
tortoises.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Refer to Section 5.2.3-Coordination on the BBCS and Appendix 
B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (formerly referred to 
as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]), which have been 
added to the EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted.  
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Section 4.4.4.2- Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternative has 
been updated to disclose potential impacts of the artificial ponds 
on general wildlife.  No soil surface binding products would be 
utilized per BLM policy.  The number of ponds required has not 
been determined; however, ponds would be within the 
temporary staging and laydown areas.  Searchlight Wind LLC 
will obtain all required permits for artificial ponds from NDOW 
and NDEP, as applicable. 

Refer to Section 5.2.3-Coordination on the BBCS, Appendix B-
4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (formerly referred to as 
the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]), and Appendix B-3:  
Terrestrial Wildlife Plan, which have been added to the EIS 

 
Section 4.4.5.2 Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect Impacts by 
Alternatives, Section 4.4.5.8-Bats - Direct and Indirect Effects 
by Alternative, 4.4.5.11-Migratory Birds - Direct and Indirect 
Effects by Alternative, and Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy have been updated to address these 
concerns. 

BLM has chosen the 87-WTG Alternative based as the 
alternative with the least impacts. 
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State Agency
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State Agency Comments  |4 
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Comment noted. 
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MM-VIS-5 in Section 4.9.4-Mitigation Measures has been updated 
to incorporate these suggestions, as appropriate. 
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Information on Nevada Department of Transportation 
Overdimensional Vehicle Permit was added to Table 1.6-2.  
Potential Federal, State, and Local Permits for the Proposed Project. 
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Chuckwalla was added to the list.  Species name for shovel snake 
corrected. 
 
 
Section 3.4.4-Special-Status Wildlife Species updated as suggested. 
 
 
Section 3.4.4-Special-Status Wildlife Species updated as suggested. 
 
 
Table 3.4-3 has been corrected. 
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Table 3.4-3 has been corrected. 
 
 
 
Table 3.4-4 has been corrected. 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 3.4.4.2-Existing Environment under Upland Game, 
which has been amended to state that NDOW maintains such water 
sources.  It is not anticipated that the proposed project would affect 
these sources.   
 
Access to the project area is discussed in Section 4.7.2.2-Proposed 
Action – 96 WTG Layout Alternative.  Impacts to wildlife as a result 
of increased traffic are discussed throughout Section 4.4-Biological 
Resources Impacts. 
 
No effects to wildlife water developments are anticipated.  However, 
Section 4.4.5.15-Mitigation Measures was updated to include a 
mitigation measure (MM-BIO-8) should the proposed project have 
an effect on a water development. 
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Local Agency
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Comments noted. 
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Refer to Section 4.6- Air Quality Impacts and Table 1.6-2.  
Potential Federal, State, and Local Permits for the Proposed 
Project. 

 

 

 

Table 2.6-1.  APMs (common to action alternatives) under APM-3 
Air Quality/Dust Control has been revised to include this 
requirement. 
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Tribal Governments
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The EIS provides a discussion of the biological, botanical, cultural 
resources, and other environmental issues that are found in the 
Searchlight Wind Energy Project Area.  

Results of the tribal consultation conducted will be summarized in the 
final EIS upon final completion of consultation.  Consultation has been 
in progress since 2009. 
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Organizations



 

Organization Comments | 1 
 

 

 



 

Organization Comments | 2 
 

 

 



 

Organization Comments | 3 
 

 

 



 

Organization Comments | 4 
 

 

 
 
 
 
This section is an introduction to the comments in this letter.  BLM 
responses to comments are addressed as appropriate in the 
subsequent comment sections.  Additionally, these commenters 
provided supplemental information, which can be found on the 
BLM’s Searchlight Wind Energy Project website at  
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/searchlig
ht_wind_energy.html. 
 



 

Organization Comments | 5 
 

 

 



 

Organization Comments | 6 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The provisions for preparation of a Supplemental EIS are described 
in 40 CFR 1502.9, (c) (1) (i), “The agency makes substantial 
changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 
concerns; or (ii) There are significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the 
proposed action or its impacts.” 
Preparation of a Supplemental EIS is not warranted because neither 
of these conditions apply, the proposed action has not been 
substantively changed since publication of the DEIS and no 
significant new information was provided or developed during the 
public comment period. 
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Chapter 3.0-Affected Environment provides baseline data for the 
proposed project area.  Additionally, BLM provided the following 
technical reports on the BLM Searchlight Wind Energy Project 
(NVN-084626) website:  Raptor Nest Survey Report, Botanical 
Report, Monitoring Bat Populations April 2008-April 2009, Avian 
Survey Report, Desert Tortoise Inventory Report, and Terrestrail 
Wildlife Survey Report 
(http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/searchli
ght_wind_energy.html).   
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BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).  No tortoise 
translocation is proposed for this project.  Potential effects of 
handling tortoises are discussed in Section 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – 
Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives and in Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion. 
 
BLM requires that mitigation measures be implemented as a 
stipulation of the ROW Grant.  Development of mitigation plans 
often requires input, review, and approval by other regulating 
agencies such as USFWS, NDEP, DAQ, and NDOT and is not 
typically completed prior to a Final EIS.  All the elements and basic 
requirements of the mitigation plans are discussed throughout the 
EIS. 
 
Independent third party contractors that have no interest in the 
outcome of the project completed the biological surveys, species 
information, and impact assessment. USFWS-approved protocols for 
desert tortoise surveys were used.  BLM resource specialists then 
reviewed impact assessments.   

A discussion of habitat fragmentation was added to the EIS in 
4.4.5.2 Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives 
and Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion.  For an updated 
discussion of noise impacts to wildlife Section 4.4.4-Wildlife. 
 
The two action alternatives satisfy the purpose and need in that they 
fulfill BLM's obligation to consider the ROW applications under 
FLPMA and NEPA, and are consistent with other applicable federal 
mandates and renewable energy policies and goals. 
The BLM developed a purpose and need statement and considered a 
range of reasonable alternatives consistent with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2011-059. The purpose and need statement 
appropriately integrates Congress’s goal that the Secretary of the 
Interior should seek to approve renewable energy projects on the 
public lands; direction from Secretarial Order 3285A1 (March 11, 
2009, amended February 22, 2010), which establishes the 
development of environmentally responsible renewable energy as a 
priority for the Department of the Interior; and the BLM’s 
responsibility under FLPMA to manage the public lands for multiple 
use, taking into account the long-term needs of future generations for 
renewable and non-renewable resources. The two action alternatives 
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satisfy the purpose and need in that they fulfill BLM's obligation to 
consider the ROW applications under FLPMA and NEPA, and are 
consistent with other applicable federal mandates and renewable 
energy policies and goals. 
 
The BLM does not need to analyze in detail an alternative for 
distributed generation because such an alternative would not respond 
to the purpose and need to consider an application for the authorized 
use of public lands for a specific renewable energy technology.  
Additionally, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 established a goal for 
the Secretary of the Interior to approve at least 10,000 MWs of 
electricity from non-hydropower renewable energy projects located 
on public lands. The Act reflects Congress’s conclusion that 
installation of renewable energy technologies on the public lands 
capable of producing at least 10,000 MWs is appropriate. Moreover, 
as described in the EIS, the Department and the BLM have issued 
policies and guidance promoting the development of renewable 
energy development on BLM-administered public lands.  Given the 
current state of the technology, only utility-scale renewable energy 
generation projects are reasonable alternatives to achieve this level 
of renewable energy generation on public lands.  Furthermore, the 
BLM has no authority or influence over the installation of distributed 
generation systems, other than on its own lands.  The BLM is 
evaluating the use of distributed generation at individual sites 
through other initiatives (Executive Order 13514 and DOI 
implementing actions). 
 
The BLM will not typically analyze a non-Federal land alternative 
for a right-of-way application on public lands because such an 
alternative does not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need to 
consider an application for the authorized use of public lands for 
renewable energy development. 
 
Applicant Proposed Measures and Mitigation measures are disclosed 
in Table 2.6-4.  Applicant Proposed Measures, and Table 2.6-2.  
Mitigation Measures, respectively.  BLM requires that mitigation 
measures are identified in the ROW Grant.  Development of 
mitigation plans often requires input, review, and approval by other 
regulating agencies such as USFWS, NDEP, DAQ, and NDOT.  As 
such these plans are not typically completed prior to a Final EIS.   
However, all the elements and basic requirements of the mitigation 
plans are discussed throughout the EIS. 
. 
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The BLM developed a purpose and need statement and considered a 
range of reasonable alternatives consistent with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2011-059. The two action alternatives 
satisfy the purpose and need because they fulfill BLM's obligation to 
consider the ROW applications under FLPMA and NEPA and 
because they are consistent with other applicable federal mandates 
and renewable energy policies and goals.  
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The BLM continues to work on environmentally responsible 
development of utility-scale renewable energy projects on the public 
lands as part of the Administration's efforts to diversify the Nation's 
energy portfolio. 

Comment noted. No current data exists to support that the loss of 
such a small amount of soil crust relative to available crust would 
create a measurable change in CO2 volumes in the atmosphere. 

The BLM decisions to be made are presented in Section 1.3.2-BLM 
Decisions to be Made, of the EIS.  One of the options is to deny the 
ROW applications.  Another option is to grant the ROW application 
with modifications, so that the BLM’s authorization would differ 
from the applicant’s ROW proposal. Though the BLM has 
considered Searchlight Wind Energy's objective for the project, 
which is presented in Section 1.3-Background, Searchlight Wind 
Energy’s objective is not the BLM's purpose and need for the 
project.  BLM’s purpose and need is described at Section xxx of the 
FEIS.   

The EIS’s purpose and need statement and consideration of 
alternatives comply with NEPA, applicable regulations, and BLM 
policies and procedures, including BLM Instructional Memorandum 
2011-059. The purpose and need statement appropriately integrates 
Congress’s goal that the Secretary of the Interior should seek to 
approve renewable energy projects on the public lands; direction 
from Secretarial Order 3285A1 (March 11, 2009, amended February 
22, 2010), which establishes the development of environmentally 
responsible renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the 
Interior; and the BLM’s responsibility under FLPMA to manage the 
public lands for multiple use, taking into account the long-term 
needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable 
resources. Consistent with NEPA, the EIS analyzes the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of the proposed action and 
alternatives. 

Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC has conducted site specific testing 
(using Meteorological Data collected for 5 years) and determined 
that sufficient wind exists to support the project.  Data collected 
from MET towers at the application site is proprietary information 
and is not available. 
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The purpose of this document is to evaluate environmental impacts 
of the proposed project and alternatives for which the Applicants 
have submitted ROW applications as stated in Section 1.3.1-BLM’s 
Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project.  Searchlight Wind 
Energy, LLC has conducted site specific testing (using 
Meteorological Data collected for 5 years) and determined that 
sufficient wind exists to support the project.  Data collected from 
MET towers at the application site is proprietary information and is 
not available. 
 
The purpose of this document is to evaluate environmental impacts 
of the proposed project and alternatives for which the Applicants 
have submitted ROW applications as stated in Section 1.3.1-BLM’s 
Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project, of the EIS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Organization Comments | 13 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
In Section 1.3-Background, the DEIS states, "The Nevada 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (NRPS) provides the Applicant with 
the opportunity to propose this project because the NRPS mandates 
that state utilities provide for renewable energy offerings and 
consumption goals that meet prevailing market demand for 
renewable energy."   
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The BLM is a land management agency and is responding to 
applications filed by Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC, and Western 
for use of the public lands. The BLM has processed those 
applications consistent with NEPA, applicable regulations, and BLM 
policies and procedures, including BLM Instructional Memoranda 
2011-059, 2011-061, and 2009-043. The BLM has appropriately 
considered Congress’s goal that the Secretary of the Interior should 
seek to approve renewable energy projects on the public lands; 
direction from Secretarial Order 3285A1 (March 11, 2009, amended 
February 22, 2010), which establishes the development of 
environmentally responsible renewable energy as a priority for the 
Department of the Interior; and the BLM’s responsibility under 
FLPMA to manage the public lands for multiple use, taking into 
account the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and 
non-renewable resources. 
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Comment noted. The Piute-Eldorado ACEC was considered in the 
DEIS in Section 1.4- Summary of Public Scoping and Issue 
Identification, Section 3.8.2.4 -under Special Designations, Section 
4.8.2.2-under Special Designations, and Section 4.11.2.2-under 
Recreation.  No activities would occur in the ACEC except as 
allowable under the BLM Las Vegas RMP.   The ACEC would 
remain a ROW avoidance area.  No activities would occur in the 
ACEC except as allowable under the Las Vegas RMP.  The ACEC 
would remain a ROW avoidance area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 1.5-Land Use Plan Conformance Determination 
and describes the project’s conformance with the RMP.   
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The Piute-Eldorado ACEC was considered in the DEIS in Sections 
1.4-Summary of Public Scoping and Issue Identification, 3.8-Land 
Use, and 4.8-Land Use Impacts.  No activities would occur in the 
ACEC except as allowable under the BLM Las Vegas RMP.  The 
ACEC would remain a ROW avoidance area.  Refer to Chapter 3 for 
a description of the Region of Influence (ROI) for each resource. 
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No activities would occur in ACEC except as allowable under the 
BLM Las Vegas RMP.  The ACEC will not be affected except as 
allowable under the BLM Las Vegas RMP. 
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Protective measures are included in Section 2.6-Mitigation 
Measures, throughout Chapter 4.0-Environmental Consequences, 
Appendix C-BLM Wind Energy Development Program Policies and 
BMPs and Appendix D-Western Area Power Administration 
Construction Standards. 
 
 
 
 
The EIS discloses the impacts to all the resources on BLM-managed 
land throughout Chapter 4.0-Environmental Consequences. This 
includes consideration of the Piute-Eldorado ACEC in the EIS in 
Sections 1.4-Summary of Public Scoping and Issue Identification, 
3.8-Land Use, and 4.8-Land Use Impacts, and 4.10-Noise Impacts.   
 
The Piute-Eldorado ACEC was considered in the DEIS in Section 
1.4- Summary of Public Scoping and Issue Identification, Section 
3.8.2.4 under Special Designations, Section 4.8.2.2-under Special 
Designations, and Section 4.11.2.2-under Recreation.  No activities 
would occur in ACEC except as allowable under the BLM Las 
Vegas RMP.   The ACEC would remain a ROW avoidance area. 
 
 
 
 
For a map of Federal Aid Highways that included SR 164 see the 
following link: 
http://www.nevadadot.com/uploadedFiles/NDOT/About_NDOT/ND
OT_Divisions/Planning/Roadway_Systems/FCM_Clark.pdf 
 
BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).   
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SHPO will make a determination as to cultural resources 
classification and protection before the issuance of the Record of 
Decision.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).  Section 4.4.5.3-
Mitigation has been updated to include USFWS required mitigation 
The Biological Opinion includes a determination regarding the 
effects to the species as a result of the proposed project and a take 
limit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
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BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  USFWS has determined 
the appropriate “take” limit for the proposed project (Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion).  If the take limit was exceeded, project 
activites would cease and the BLM would reconsult with the 
USFWS. 
 
The Biological Opinion includes the required mitigation for the 
proposed project (Refer to Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological 
Opinion).  Section 4.4.5.3-Mitigation has been updated to reflect 
these requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impacts to species that are state or federally protected are addressed 
in Section 4.4-Biological Resources Impacts. 
 
No permitting framework exists that allows a company to protect 
itself from liability resulting from take at wind facilities; however, 
the USFWS does not usually take action under the MBTA if good 
faith efforts have been made to minimize impacts.  Searchlight Wind 
Energy has developed a BBCS (formerly referred as the ABPP) to 
minimize impacts to birds (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy). 

The decision if a take permit is being requested is between the FWS 
and Searchlight Wind LLC.   

BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion). 
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Extensive coordination was conducted between the BLM, USFWS, 
and NDOW regarding wildlife in the proposed project area.  See 
Section 5.0-Consultation and Coordination and for an updated 
coordination/consultation history. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 1.5-Land Use Plan Conformance Determintation for 
a discussion of the Programmatic EIS.  This EIS considers site-
specific impacts for the Searchlight Wind Energy Project. 
 
 
 
BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion). 
 
 
 
A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to 
as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) has been developed 
for the proposed project utilizing the recommendations within the 
USFWS’s March 2012 Land Based Wind Energy Guidelines (Refer 
to Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy).  The 
decision if a take permit is being requested is between the USFWS 
and Searchlight Wind. 
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BLM-IM-2010-156 is expired. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to 
as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) has been developed 
for the proposed project utilizing the recommendations within the 
USFWS’s March 2012 Land Based Wind Energy Guidelines (Refer 
to Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The BLM developed a purpose and need statement and considered a 
range of reasonable alternatives consistent with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2011-059. The two action alternatives 
satisfy the purpose and need because they fulfill BLM's obligation to 
consider the ROW applications under FLPMA and NEPA and 
because they are consistent with other applicable federal mandates 
and renewable energy policies and goals. 
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NewFields in an independent third party contractor supporting the 
BLM with preparation of this NEPA document. 
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Refer to Section 5.2.3-Coordination on the BBCS and Appendix B-
4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (formerly referred to as the 
Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]), which have been added to 
the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The project area is described in Section 1.3-Background and 
delineated in Figure 1.3-Proposed Project Area Map. 
 
Noise and visual effects on land resources are discussed in Section 
4.10-Noise Impacts and Section 4.9-Visual Impacts, respectively.  
Impacts to bighorn sheep and desert tortoise are discussed in Chapter 
4.4.5-Special Status Wildlife Species.  Section 4.4.4 Wildlife has 
been updated to include potential noise impacts to wildlife.  Chapter 
3.0-Affected Environment discusses the conditions beyond the 
proposed project area to include analysis of off-site and cumulative 
impacts discussed throughout Chapter 4.0-Environmental 
Consequences.   
 
 
Potential impacts resulting from the proposed project and 
alternatives including the No Action alternative are analyzed in 
Chapter 4- Environmental Consequences.  The BLM will require a 
bond for decommissioning of the project and this will be a 
stipulation of the ROW grant.   
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
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The initial Plan of Development (POD) for the proposed project was 
submitted in January 2008 along with the right-of-way application.  
The POD is a living document that continues to be refined during 
BLM’s evaluation of the application.  Development of the POD is an 
iterative process. As new information on project design, project 
alternatives, and/or or project constraints becomes known, the POD 
is revised.  The POD revisions to reduce the original number of 161 
turbines reflect formal and informal comments, along with 
engineering constraints. 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
The BLM developed its purpose and need statement and considered 
a range of reasonable alternatives consistent with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2011-059. The purpose and need statement 
appropriately integrates Congress’s goal that the Secretary of the 
Interior should seek to approve renewable energy projects on the 
public lands; direction from Secretarial Order 3285A1 (March 11, 
2009, amended February 22, 2010), which establishes the 
development of environmentally responsible renewable energy as a 
priority for the Department of the Interior; and the BLM’s 
responsibility under FLPMA to manage the public lands for multiple 
use, taking into account the long-term needs of future generations for 
renewable and non-renewable resources. The two action alternatives 
satisfy the purpose and need in that they fulfill BLM's obligation to 
consider the ROW applications under FLPMA and NEPA, and are 
consistent with other applicable federal mandates and renewable 
energy policies and goals. Though the BLM has considered 
Searchlight Wind Energy's objective for the project, which is 
presented in Section 1.3-Background, Searchlight Wind Energy’s 
objective is not the BLM's purpose and need for the project. 
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BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with 
NEPA and BLM policies and procedures. The two action 
alternatives satisfy the purpose and need in that they fulfill BLM's 
obligation to consider the ROW application, meet federal renewable 
energy mandates, and respond to impacts identified in the NEPA 
analysis.  The Applicant has provided BLM with an economic 
determination that any project generating less than 200 MWs/and or 
less than 87 turbines is uneconomic due primarily to transmission 
line costs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The BLM will not typically analyze an alternative for a different 
technology when a right-of-way application is submitted for a 
specific technology (e.g., evaluate a photovoltaic alternative for a 
concentrated solar power application) because such an alternative 
does not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an 
application for the authorized use of public lands for a specific 
renewable energy technology. 
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Wind Energy facilities must be located where wind resources are 
available and cannot be limited to "brownfield" sites.  The BLM will 
not typically analyze a non-Federal land alternative for a right-of-
way application on public lands because such an alternative does not 
respond to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an application 
for the authorized use of public lands for renewable energy 
development. 
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BLM considered a range of reasonable alternatives consistent with 
NEPA and BLM policies and procedures. The two action 
alternatives satisfy the purpose and need in that they fulfill BLM's 
obligation to consider the ROW application, meet federal renewable 
energy mandates, and respond to impacts identified in the NEPA 
analysis. 
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BLM considered a range of reasonable alternatives consistent with 
NEPA and BLM policies and procedures. The two action 
alternatives satisfy the purpose and need in that they fulfill BLM's 
obligation to consider the ROW application, meet federal renewable 
energy mandates, and respond to impacts identified in the NEPA 
analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text in Section 2.1-Proposed Action and Alternatives has been 
revised to clarify that placement of project components could vary 
slightly; however, the acreage of disturbance and associated impacts 
have been disclosed to the best extent possible.  Retaining some 
flexibility allows for a possible non-substantive shift in project 
facilities to avoid unanticipated engineering challenges or 
environmental considerations.  For example, minor road alignment 
may occur in order to avoid a cultural resources site. 
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Refer to Section 2.3.1-General Features of the Proposed Project, 
under the subheading Roads.  Cottonwood cove road would not be 
widened. 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Typographical error corrected.  Refer to Section 4.3-Water 
Resources Impacts for a description of how water would be 
delivered to the site and stored.   Section 4.3-Water Resources 
Impacts has been revised to clarify that the Applicant will coordinate 
with the Las Vegas Valley Water District to support the water needs 
for the project. If sufficient resources are not available, the Applicant 
will procure water from local willing sellers. 
 
As stated in the EIS in Section 2.3.2-Construction, the laydown area 
near the north substation might be permanent and could be used for 
extra storage and spare parts during the life of the project.  Laydown 
areas need to be large enough to store components, allow for 
delivery traffic, and pre-assembly of WTGs and other components.  
Additionally, this is where the mobile concrete batch plant would be 
located.   
 
Figures 2-1-96 WTG Layout Alternative, and 2-2-87 WTG Layout 
Alternative, illustrate the areas where existing roads would be 
widened and upgraded.  The road widths would range between 16 
and 36 feet and as described in Section 2.3.1-General Features of the 
Proposed Project.  This section has been updated to explain turning 
radius (Refer to Figure 2.3-2.  Turning Radius Example). 
 
The licensed offsite private source has not been identified.  For 
purposes of the analysis, it was assumed that the materials would be 
located within a 48-mile radius.  Construction emissions include 96 
mile round trip for trucks to haul required construction materials to 
the site.  See Table 4.6-1.  Criteria Air Pollution Emissions 
(Tons/Year) Over the 8 to 12 Month Proposed Project Construction 
Duration of the 96 WTG Alternative and Table 4.6-2.  Criteria Air 
Pollutant Emissions (Tons/Year) During the Proposed Project O&M 
Duration of the 96 WTG Alternatives. 
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MM-BIO-1 describes the interim rehabilitation (Table 2.6-2.  
Mitigation Measures).  APM-10, Site Rehabilitation Plan and Site 
Decommissioning Plan would be developed 6 months prior to 
decommissioning. 
 
No ground-disturbing geotechnical investigations have been 
completed to date.  The EIS in Section 2.3.1- General Features of the 
Proposed Project, states that, “Prior to construction, geotechnical 
investigations would be conducted to determine the soil 
characteristics at each WTG location. These geotechnical data would 
assist the project proponent in the selection of the appropriate WTG 
foundation type.” 
 
No existing private roads would be utilized and the EIS has been 
updated to reflect this. 
 
Cottonwood Cove Road would not be widened.  Figures 2-1-96 
WTG Layout Alternative and 2-2-87 WTG Layout Alternative, 
illustrate the areas where existing roads would be widened and 
upgraded.  Road widths would range between 16 and 36 feet. BLM 
disclosed that streets could receive wear from equipment and 
deliveries and has required a mitigation measure to address the 
effect, refer to MM TRAN-2: Repair Damaged Streets.  
 
 
All project related activities, including parking, would be limited to 
the ROW.  This would be a requirement in the ROD and/or ROW 
grant.  Generally parking would be limited to the laydown and 
staging areas. 
 
While the BLM does not have a Dark Sky Management policy, the 
BLM does recognize the importance of considering the dark sky 
environment.  MM-VIS-5 has been updated to reflect that a lighting 
plan would be submitted and approved by the BLM and the basic 
elements that would be contained in that plan.  The EIS discloses the 
maximum impact.  The FAA will determine the actual requirements 
below that maximum impact. 
 
If Searchlight cannot accept the volume of waste generated by the 
facility, the waste would be hauled off-site to a licensed waste 
management facility.  Please refer to APM-8 and Section 4.15.14-
Human Health and Safety.  A Waste Management Plan would be a 
stipulation of the ROW grant. 
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A reclamation plan is a condition of the bonding process and will be 
approved by the BLM. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) 
(formerly referred to as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]), 
which has been developed for the proposed project utilizing the 
recommendations within the USFWS’s March 2012 Land Based 
Wind Energy Guidelines and includes monitoring requirements and 
provisions for adaptive management measures based on mortality 
rates. 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 2.4.1-Western’s Interconnection Switching Station has been 
updated to disclose the proximity of the switching station to the 
NRA fee station.  Additionally, Section 4.9-Visual Resources 
Impacts has been updated to include a visual simulation of the 
switching station. 
 
Potential impacts to wildlife species are addressed throughout 
Sections 4.4-Biological Resources Impacts.  Pursuant to Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act, BLM has complete consultation with 
the USFWS resulting in a Biological Opinion.  Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion contains the required desert tortoise 
mitigation measures and a discussion of how such mitigation would 
be effective.  A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) 
(formerly referred to as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) 
was developed for the project, which follows the guidelines of the 
recently published USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix 
B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy).  The BBCS provides a 
qualitative risk assessment for the effect of a factor (e.g., collision, 
electrocution) on birds and the adaptive mitigation measures. 
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BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect 
Impacts by Alternatives for an updated discussion on impacts to 
desert tortoise.  BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS 
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details 
refer to Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 
Consultation and Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion). 
 
 
Comment noted.  Data on the desert tortoise includes site-specific 
surveys in accordance with USFWS protocol. 
 
 
BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion). 
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I 
mpacts to desert tortoise are discussed in 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – 
Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives.  BLM has completed 
consultation with the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion). 
 
 
 
 
 

Very little of the proposed project site would be fenced; therefore, 
tortoise connectivity would remain relatively intact.  Connectivity 
and other risks to desert tortoise are discussed in the EIS in 4.4.5.2-
Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives.  

 
 
Figure 3.8-2 has been modified to illustrate the Paiute-Eldorado 
ACEC.  Text in Section 3.8.2.4-Special Designations has been 
updated to reflect that a portion of the transmission line would be 
within the ACEC.  Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by 
Alternative and Section 4.4.5.2 Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect 
Impacts by Alternatives have been updated to include potential noise 
impacts to tortoise and wildlife. 
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BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).  The Biological 
Opinion includes a “take” limit.  If the take limit is exceeded, the 
BLM would need to reconsult with USFWS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect Impacts by 
Alternatives has been updated to include a discussion of blasting 
effects on tortoise. Also refer to Section 4.4.5.3-Mitigation, which 
has been updated to include mitigation for tortoise during blasting 
activities.  
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Section 4.4.4-Wildlife and Section 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – Direct 
and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives have been updated to include 
potential noise impacts to wildlife and tortoise. 
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A third party independent contractor under direction of the BLM 
prepared the Biological Assessment.  The BLM reviewed and 
approved the Biological Assessment prior to submission to the 
USFWS.  BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS 
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details 
refer to Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 
Consultation and Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion). 
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Impacts to desert tortoise are discussed in 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – 
Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives.  BLM has completed 
consultation with the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion). 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion contains the required 
desert tortoise mitigation measures.  Section 4.4.5.3-Mitigation has 
been updated to reflect these requirements.  This mitigation 
measures would be a stipulation of the ROW grant. 
 
A discussion of all mitigation measures is included in the EIS.  BLM 
requires that mitigation measures be implemented as a stipulation of 
the ROW Grant.  Development of mitigation plans often requires 
input, review, and approval by other regulating agencies such as 
USFWS, NDEP, DAQ, and NDOT.  As such these plans are not 
typically completed prior to a Final EIS.   However, all the elements 
and basic requirements of the mitigation plans are discussed 
throughout the EIS.  Additionally, a number of mitigation plans have 
been completed and are included as follows Appendix B-1:  Weed 
Management Plan, Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion, 
Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan, and Appendix B-4:  Bird 
and Bat Conservation Strategy. 
 
This impact is described in 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – Direct and 
Indirect Impacts by Alternatives.  Pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, BLM has complete consultation with the 
USFWS resulting in a Biological Opinion.  Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion contains the required desert tortoise mitigation 
measures and a discussion of how such mitigation would be 
effective.  Section 4.4.5.3-Mitigation has been updated to reflect 
these requirements. 
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BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 
5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).   Section 4.4.5.3-
Mitigation and other relevant sections have been updated to reflect 
these requirements. 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to section 4.14-Health and Human Safety Impacts, which 
states “any release would be cleaned up thereby, limiting or 
preventing any potential exposure to people or wildlife.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impacts to desert tortoise are discussed in 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – 
Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives.  BLM has completed 
consultation with the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (For details refer to Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion). 
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Impacts to raptors and non-raptors are discussed in Section 4.4.5.11-
Migratory Birds - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative.  A Bird 
and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to as an 
Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published 
USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  The BBCS provides a qualitative risk 
assessment for the effect of a factor (e.g., collision, electrocution) on 
birds and the adaptive mitigation measures. 
 
 
 
 
 
Avian fatalities (for non eagles) were not estimated because pre-
construction data poorly predicts fatalities for birds (Ferrer et al. 
2012).  The purpose of the NEPA document is to disclose potential 
impacts so that the decision-makers can make an informed Record of 
Decision.  Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy 
(BBCS) (formerly referred to as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan 
[ABPP]) has been developed for the proposed project utilizing the 
recommendations within the USFWS’s March 2012 Land Based 
Wind Energy Guidelines, which includes a risk assessment and 
adaptive management measures.  At the time baseline surveys were 
completed for the project, Nevada had no official policy or protocols 
for avian pre-project surveys so protocols were developed between 
BLM and NDOW.  The BBCS provides a qualitative risk assessment 
for the effect of a factor (e.g., collision, electrocution) on birds.  The 
intention is not to predict the number of fatalities due to turbine 
collision as pre-construction data poorly predicts fatalities for birds 
(Ferrer et al. 2012), but to determine if any species is at high risk to 
inform post-construction fatality monitoring.  
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BLM included sufficient discussion in the DEIS to inform the public 
regarding potential impacts to avian species in Section 4.4.5.11-
Migratory Birds - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative and the 
strategy that would be employed to mitigate those impacts.   
 
Avian fatalities (for non eagle) were not estimated because pre-
construction data poorly predicts fatalities for birds (Ferrer et al. 
2012). Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) 
(formerly referred to as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) 
has been developed for the proposed project utilizing the 
recommendations within the USFWS’s March 2012 Land Based 
Wind Energy Guidelines, which includes a risk assessment and 
adaptive management measures.   
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
As discussed in the EIS, the Proposed Project would result in the 
loss of some foraging habitat for the golden eagle; however, the 
proportion of foraging habitat that would be lost due to the Proposed 
Project is small compared to the total amount of available foraging 
habitat within the Piute and Eldorado Valleys.   
 
 
For a variety of reasons Altamont fatality numbers may be an outlier 
with regard to golden eagle fatalities at wind energy facilities. In 
addition to the dense configuration of older-generation turbines, high 
prey densities and lack of breeding eagles possibly attract sub-adults 
and floaters to the Altamont, contributing to the high activity and 
high fatality rates. In addition, the limited amount of repowering that 
has occurred at Altamont suggests that eagle (and raptor) fatality 
rates will decline as the older turbines are replaced by fewer, taller, 
and higher power-rated turbines. Initial results of the repowering 
suggest that golden eagle fatality rates could decline by more than 
80% with complete turbine replacement and comparable power 
output (Insignia 2009; Smallwood and Karas 2009; ICF 2011). 
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The geographic boundaries of the cumulative impacts analysis 
identified in the comment are described in the EIS in Section 4.17.5-
Potential Cumulative Impacts.  The geographical boundaries should 
not be extended to the point that the analysis becomes unwieldy and 
useless for decision-making. In many cases, the analysis should use 
an ecological region boundary that focuses on the natural units that 
constitute the resources of concern.  For the purposes of eagle 
analyses no other projects were identified within the area of 
cumulative effect. 

The decision as to whether an eagle take permit is requested is 
between the USFWS and Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC.  If these 
parties determine that an eagle take permit for the project would be 
applied for; the USFWS would consider the cumulative effects of 
issuing such a permit. 
 
At the time baseline surveys were completed for the project, Nevada 
had no official policy or protocols for avian pre-project surveys so 
protocols were developed between BLM and NDOW.  In summary, 
two years of point count surveys were conducted, two spring seasons 
of raptor nest surveys, one season of bald eagle winter use surveys, 
and two aerial surveys of raptor nests. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The data collected in the project area does not reflect the high eagle 
used that has been recorded at Lake Mead.  This is understandable as 
Lake Mead would be considered an attractant, providing a food 
source (i.e. fish) for eagle consumption.  The proposed project area 
does not contain such an attractant as reflected by the lower 
observations of eagles. 
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A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to 
as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published 
USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  The BBCS provides a qualitative risk 
assessment for the effect of a factor (e.g., collision, electrocution) on 
birds and the adaptive mitigation measures.  The intention is not to 
predict the number of fatalities due to turbine collision as pre-
construction data poorly predicts fatalities for birds (Ferrer et al. 
2012), but to determine if any species is at high risk to inform post-
construction fatality monitoring.  
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No permitting framework exists that allows a company to protect 
itself from liability resulting from take at wind facilities; however, 
the USFWS does not usually take action under the MBTA if good 
faith efforts have been made to minimize impacts.  Appendix B-4:  
Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to as 
the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) has been developed for 
the proposed project utilizing the recommendations within the 
USFWS’s March 2012 Land Based Wind Energy Guidelines 
including a risk assessment and adaptive management measures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MM-BIO-6 specifies that Burrowing Owl Mitigation would follow 
USFWS Guidelines Protecting Burrowing Owls at Construction 
Sites in Nevada's Mojave Desert Region, which has been specifically 
developed for Nevada projects. 
 
 
 
 
 
During bird surveys, no pelicans or other waterfowl were detected in 
the project area. 
 
 
 
At the time baseline surveys were completed for the project, Nevada 
had no official policy or protocols for avian pre-project surveys so 
protocols were developed between BLM and NDOW.  Little 
evidence exists to suggest that the southwest and the area near the 
Searchlight wind project in the Mojave Desert are areas of high use 
migrant songbirds.   However, migrant songbirds breed in the 
vicinity and likely travel through the area to reach the breeding 
grounds.  Little data exists that correlate migrant passage rate with 
mortality at wind farms, but results to date indicate mortality is low 
(Erickson 2007). 
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EIS includes the available information provided by Nevada 
Department of Wildlife.  Additionally, a map of potential habitat 
based on vegetation and topography was included in the EIS.  
Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan has been prepared for the 
project and includes a risk assessment and mitigation measures for 
bighorn sheep. 
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Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan has been prepared for the 
project and includes a risk assessment and mitigation measures for 
bighorn sheep. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The EIS includes the available information provided by Nevada 
Department of Wildlife.  Additionally, a map of potential habitat 
based on vegetation and topography was included in the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Potential impacts to bighorn sheep are addressed in Section 4.4.5.14-
Game - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative.  Potential noise 
impacts to wildlife are addressed in Section 4.4.4-Wildlife.  
Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan has been prepared for the 
project and includes a risk assessment and mitigation measures for 
bighorn sheep. 
 
 
 
 
The proposed project would permanently remove only 152 acres of 
wildlife habitat, which is less than 1% of the habitat in the project 
ROW area (18, 949 acres of BLM-managed land). 
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In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.2 Environmental Impact 
Statements shall be analytic rather than encyclopedic.  Potential 
impacts to bighorn sheep are addressed in Section 4.4.5.14-Game - 
Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative., and identify that the 
proposed project may cause bighorn sheep to avoid the area.  
Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan has been prepared for the 
project and includes a risk assessment and mitigation measures for 
bighorn sheep. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to 
as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published 
USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  The BBCS provides a qualitative risk 
assessment for the effect of a factor (e.g., collision, electrocution, 
barotrauma) on bats.   

The wide estimation range presented in the citation (28-235 bat 
deaths per year) exemplifies the difficultly in predicting mortality 
and providing meaningful information to decision-makers.    
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Potential impacts to bats are discussed in Section 4.4.5.8-Bats - 
Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative.  A Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to as an Avian and 
Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the project, which 
follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS Land-Based 
Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy).  The BBCS provides a qualitative risk assessment for the 
effect of a factor (e.g., collision, electrocution) on bats and the 
adaptive mitigation measures. 
 
Comment noted. 
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A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to 
as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published 
USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  The BBCS provides a qualitative risk 
assessment for the effect of a factor (e.g., collision, electrocution, 
barotrauma) on bats.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Handling and relocation measures for Gila monsters would be in 
compliance with NDOW guidance as stated in MM-BIO-4. More 
specific mitigation measures have been developed in the Terrestrial 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife 
Plan). 
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Although Gila monsters are difficult to detect, during pre-project 
tortoise and chuckwalla surveys, biologists looked specifically for 
Gila monster and sign.  Although no animals or sign were detected, 
the DEIS states that Gila monster habitat is present; therefore, the 
animals may reside in the project area.  Preconstruction surveys as 
described under APM-13 Environmental Clearance would help to 
locate Gila monsters immediately prior to construction activities and 
animals would be removed per NDOW protocol as stated in MM-
BIO-4. 
 
Currently, no official protocols for Gila monster surveys exist.  
However, during pre-project tortoise and chuckwalla surveys, 
biologists looked specifically for Gila monster and sign.  Although 
no animals or sign were detected, the DEIS states that Gila monster 
habitat is present; therefore, the animals may reside in the project 
area. 
 
A discussion of all mitigation measures is included in the EIS. BLM 
requires that mitigation measures are implemented as a stipulation of 
the ROD and/or ROW Grant.  Development of mitigation plans 
often requires input, review, and approval by other regulating 
agencies such as USFWS, NDEP, DAQ, and NDOT.  As such these 
plans are not typically completed prior to a Final EIS.   However, all 
the elements and basic requirements of the mitigation plans are 
discussed throughout the EIS.  Additionally, a number of mitigation 
plans have been completed and are included as follows Appendix B-
1:  Weed Management Plan, Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological 
Opinion, Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan, and Appendix B-
4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy. 
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Sections of the EIS have been updated to explain how mitigation 
measures would reduce impacts. 
 
 
 
 
BLM requires that mitigation measures would be implemented as a 
stipulation the ROW Grant.  Development of mitigation plans often 
requires input, review, and approval by other regulating agencies 
such as USFWS, NDEP, DAQ, and NDOT.  As such these plans are 
not typically completed prior to a Final EIS.   However, all the 
elements and basic requirements of the mitigation plans are 
discussed throughout the EIS. 
 
The Weed Management Plan was included in the DEIS (Appendix 
B-1:  Weed Management Plan).  The EIS has been updated to 
include the following completed mitigation:  Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion, Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife 
Plan and Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy 
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Under MM-BIO-2 a Cactus and Yucca Salvage Plan would be 
developed. Text in Section 4.4-Biological Resources Impacts in the 
EIS has been updated to reflect the elements of this plan. 
 
Status of FAA approval is pending. Input from Searchlight Airport 
Facilities Manager was received during scoping and was taken into 
consideration in developing the proposed project. 
 
A wellhead protection plan is a State of Nevada standard for all 
septic systems.  A well is not part of the proposed project.  No 
private wells are anticipated to be effected.   
 
The fencing proposed around the switching station would be 
permanent.  Permanent fencing around roads and turbine pads has 
not been proposed because this would fragment tortoise habitat and 
result in unnecessary disturbance.   
 
Monitoring of bat roosts would occur in compliance with the Bird 
and Bat Conservation Strategy (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy). 
 
Text regarding alternate route has been removed from the document. 
 
 
 
 
 
There are no plans to move any existing utility poles. Refer to MM-
TRAN-1 for a description of elements that would include in the 
Traffic Management Plan that would be prepared to address effects 
on local traffic (Table 2.6-2.  Mitigation Measures and Section 4.7-
Transportation Impacts). A Traffic Management Plan would be a 
stipulation of the ROW Grant. 
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Text regarding alternate routes has been removed from the 
document. 
 
 
 
 
In Section 4.7-Transportation Impacts, the BLM disclosed that 
streets could receive wear from equipment and deliveries and has 
required a mitigation measure to address the effect.  Refer to MM 
TRAN-2: Repair Damaged Streets for a description of the mitigation 
mearure (Table 2.6-2.  Mitigation Measures and Section 4.7-
Transportation Impacts).  
 
 
Visual Mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.9-Visual 
Resources Impacts.  Visual simulations depict the turbines as white, 
which would be the “worst-cast scenario,” if the FAA would not 
allow an alternate color. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to MM-NOI-1, which updated to include that blasting will be 
limited to 8am to 5pm weekdays only (Table 2.6-2.  Mitigation 
Measures and Section 4.10-Noise Impacts).  Areas will be 
quarantined prior to blast activity.   MM-NOI—3 has been updated 
to include that an audible warning system will be used notifying 
public of pending blasting activities. 
 
Commenter’s assertion is speculative and not supported by literature.  
Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
potential effects on recreation and tourism.  For further information 
see the newly added Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
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The VTN map dated 11-10-09 is not part of the EIS.  The Figures in 
the EIS include the private parcels in the northwestern portion of the 
project area and effects to those parcels have been analyzed in 
appropriate sections of the EIS figures and analysis.  Figure 2.1-1.   
96 WTG Layout Alternative and Figure 2.1-2.  87 WTG Layout 
Alternative have been revised to reflect area topography. 
 
 
 
 
Key observation points were identified during project scoping and 
provide a range of representative views in the project area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NewFields is an independent third party contractor supporting the 
BLM with preparation of this NEPA document, as is Truescape, the 
firm that developed the visual simulations. These firms have no 
financial interest in the outcome of the project. The contrast ratings 
and visual simulations were reviewed and approved by BLM visual 
resources specialists in accordance with VRI BLM Manual 
Handbook H-8431-1. 
 
The visual impacts are in compliance with the VRM III Class 
designation for the area.  The Wilderness area was not identified as a 
public area of concern during project scoping.  However, 17 other 
KOPs were selected during project scoping and these areas provide 
an adequate representation of visual impacts throughout the 
viewshed. 
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NewFields is an independent third party contractor supporting the 
BLM with preparation of this NEPA document, as is Truescape, the 
firm that developed the visual simulations. These firms have no 
financial interest in the outcome of the project. The contrast ratings 
and visual simulations were reviewed and approved by BLM visual 
resources specialists in accordance with VRM BLM Manual 
Handbook H-8431-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FAA will determine if the turbines will be white or equipped with 
strobes.  Visual simulations in the EIS depict the WTGs in white, 
which would have the highest degree of contrast and is; therefore, 
the worst-case scenario. 
 
 
Truescape confirms that the turbines depicted in the visual 
simulations were white.  The simulations accurately depict what the 
perceived color of the turbines would be under the lighting 
conditions of when the site photo was taken. Time of day, angle and 
direction of sunlight, cloud cover and other light conditions were 
factored into illustrating their appearance as off-white or gray in 
some situations. 



 

Organization Comments | 60 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Visual simulations were evaluated at the recommended size and 
hazy conditions were taken into account; therefore, the contrast 
ratings were correctly evaluated.  BLM visual resources specialists 
reviewed these evaluations.  As full size visual simulations 
(approximately 20x60 inches) cannot be included in the EIS due to 
size constraints, the visual simulations in the EIS (including KOP 2) 
have been updated and scaled to appropriately compensate for the 
use of the wide-angled panoramic view.   
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The contrast ratings and visual simulations were reviewed and 
approved by BLM visual resources specialists in accordance with 
VRM BLM Manual Handbook H-8431-1. 
 
Visual simulations were evaluated at the recommended size and 
hazy conditions were taken into account; therefore, the contrast 
ratings were correctly evaluated.  BLM visual resources specialists 
reviewed these evaluations.  As full size visual simulations 
(approximately 20x60 inches) cannot be included in the EIS due to 
size constraints, the visual simulations in the EIS have been updated 
and scaled to appropriately and accurately compensate for the use of 
the wide-angled panoramic view.  The turbines in the simulations are 
white. 
 
 
BLM had considered scenic quality when determining the VRM 
Class for district as disclosed in the BLM RMP (see discussion in 
Section 3.9.3-Visual Resources Management Classes).  Section 
3.9.4.8-Selection of KOPs illustrates views in and around the project 
area. 
 
 
Comment noted. 
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The contrast ratings and visual simulations were reviewed and 
approved by BLM visual resources specialists in accordance with 
VRMBLM Manual Handbook H-8431-1. 
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BLM does not have a dark sky management policy.  The BLM does 
recognize the importance of protecting the integrity of the Dark Sky 
environment and will require mitigation to dark sky impacts that fall 
under BLM authority.  The aviation safety warning systems are 
under the authority of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  
The FAA is currently assessing the suitability of utilizing Audio 
Visual Warning Systems that enable on-demand functionality of the 
WTG warning lights.  The BLM is unable to require this form of 
night sky impact mitigation until such time that the FAA has 
finalized their assessment and issues new visibility marking policy 
guidance. 
 
 
The contrast ratings and visual simulations were reviewed and 
approved by BLM visual resources specialists in accordance with 
VRM BLM Manual Handbook H-8431-1. 
 
 
 
 
The BLM has included mitigation consistent with dark skies 
objectives as suggested by Nevada Division of State Lands and the 
National Park Service. 
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The BLM does recognize the importance of protecting the integrity 
of the Dark Sky environment and will require mitigation to dark sky 
impacts that fall under BLM authority.  The aviation safety warning 
systems are under the authority of the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA).  The FAA is currently assessing the 
suitability of utilizing Audio Visual Warning Systems that enable 
on-demand functionality of the WTG warning lights.  The BLM is 
unable to require this form of night sky impact mitigation until such 
time that the FAA has finalized their assessment and issues new 
visibility marking policy guidance. 
 
The only exterior lighting on the WTGs will be the aviation warning 
lighting required by the FAA. The warning lighting will be the 
minimum required intensity to meet the current FAA standards. 
Outdoor night lighting at the O&M facility will be the minimum 
necessary for safety and for security and will adhere to the 
minimization measures dicussed in under MM-VIS-5. 
 
 
While the BLM does not have a Dark Sky Management policy, the 
BLM does recognize the importance of protecting the integrity of the 
Dark Sky environment, MM-VIS-5 has been updated to reflect that a 
lighting plan would be submitted and approved by the BLM and the 
basic elements that would be contained in that plan including proper 
dark sky protection from unnecessary light pollution scatter.   
 
 
BLM has revised the scale of the visual simulations in the EIS to 
address this comment.  However, the BLM determined the contrast 
ratings at the proper scale and as such the contrast ratings remained 
consistent with VRM Class III standards and objectives. 
 
Visual impacts were assessed using BLM methodology.  Seventeen 
KOPs were selected to address public concerns expressed during 
project scoping.  Although every possible scenario is not addressed, 
the BLM believes that adequate KOPs were evaluated to illustrate 
representative views from sensitive viewpoints throughout the 
project area.   
 
NewFields is an independent third party contractor for the BLM as is 
Truescape, the firm that supplied the visual simulations.  These firms 
have no financial interest in the outcome of the project. The impact 
assessment and visual simulations were reviewed and approved by 
BLM visual resources specialist in accordance with VRM BLM 
Manual Handbook H-8431-1. 
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The BLM manages visual resources for the VRM class in which the 
proposed project is located, not for the VRM Class Rating of 
adjacent BLM administered lands, nor does the BLM have the 
authority to regulate land use on public lands administered by other 
federal land management agencies. 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  The KOPs included in the EIS were selected as 
representative and/or included in response to public comments and 
concerns raised during the scoping period. 
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An additional simulation for the proposed western switching station 
has been included in the EIS.  Refer to KOP 17 in Section 4.10-
Visual Resources Impacts. 
 
Impacts to visual resources have to be in conformance with the 
Visual Resources Management Classification for the area, in this 
case the project area is designated VRM Class III, which allows for 
moderate levels of visual change. 
 
 
 
 
Visual Resource Management classes are designated through the 
land use planning process and declared in the Resource Management 
Plans (RMPs). Designation of visual management classes is 
ultimately based on the management decisions made in the RMPs. 
RMP VRM Class decisions consider inventoried visual values along 
with other land use allocations and resource protections. 
 
All actions proposed during implementation of the RMP that would 
result in surface disturbance must be analyzed for conformance to 
the VRM Class objectives and impacts to the visual values.  

Five steps are involved in the visual resource management (VRM) 
classification process. These are: 1) outlining and numerical 
evaluation of scenic quality; 2) outlining of visual sensitivity levels; 
3) delineating distance zones; 4) overlaying the scenic quality, 
sensitivity levels and distance zones using a matrix to develop visual 
resource inventory classes (VRI) I-IV; and 5) designate VRM 
Classes I-IV to provide protection to visual resource while meeting 
the multiple use goals of the RMP through the planning process. 
 
Typographical area has been corrected. 
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Section 4.10-Noise Impacts, discusses the noise impacts of the 
project. Updated Figure 4.10-1.  Noise Contours for the 96 WTG 
Layout Alternative and Figure 4.10-1.  Noise Contours for the 96 
WTG Layout Alternative illustrates the noise contours for areas both 
within and outside the project area.   
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Noise receptors and visual analysis points were determined during 
Public Scoping when people living in the valley came forth with the 
properties and other locations they felt would be the most important 
to analyze.  These included property lines, the NRA boundary, and 
the campground and other facilities at Cottonwood Cove. Dispersed 
camping areas were not identified as important locations during this 
process. The EIS proposes mitigation measures in Section 4.11.3-
Mitigation.  Refer to Section 4.10-Visual Resources for a discussion 
of impacts to dark skies. 
 
 
 
 
 
The BLM manages its lands for a variety of uses. Right-of-ways may 
include several uses such as transmission lines and trails.  Section 
4.11.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative under Recreation 
has been updated to reflect the findings of the Searchlight Trails 
Study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BLM right-of-ways are managed for multiple uses. Section 4.10.2.2-
Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout Alternative, indicates that sound 
levels for the NPS would be under 35 decibels which is in 
conformance with the NPS requested level. No wind turbines are 
directly adjacent to Cottonwood Cove Road. Five WTGs would be 
visible from the road. Access roads would be improved, providing 
access for OHV riding.  Section 4.11.2-Direct and Indirect Effects 
by Alternative under Recreation has been updated to reflect the 
findings of the Searchlight Trails Study. 
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Section 4.11.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative discloses 
the proposed project effects on recreation.  Construction of the 
proposed project would not close the area to hunters.  Refer to 
Section 4.10-Noise Impacts for a discussion of noise effects.   
 
 
Section 4.11.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative has been 
updated to reflect that the precise location of the Old Spanish Trail 
within the project area is unknown and no physical evidence of the 
trail exists on the ground.  Therefore, no impacts to the trail would 
occur.  The 886-foot safely set back is a standard design safety 
precaution to protect established structures and major thoroughfares.  
Access roads would be available for public use, although they could 
not approach too closely to the WTGs. 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
The project only would permanently disturb 152 acres.  The natural 
habitat surrounding the WTGs will be maintained to the extent 
possible and laydown and other construction areas will be returned 
as closely as possible to the pre-project condition. 
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Alphabiota Environmental Consulting conducted the botanical 
survey for this project according to BLM guidelines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. No change is required in the EIS. 
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Alphabiota Environmental Consulting conducted the botanical 
survey for this project according to BLM guidelines.    
 
 
 
 
 
Impacts as a result of invasive weed species are discussed in Section 
4.4.1.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative and Appendix B-1:  
Weed Management Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These effects are described as a potential impact of the proposed 
project, which includes roads in Section 4.4- Biological Resources 
Impacts and Appendix B-1:  Weed Management Plan. 



 

Organization Comments | 72 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 4.4.1-Vegetation and Table 2.6-2.  Mitigation 
Measures.  Specifically MM-BIO-2 has been updated to include 
current BLM Cactus and Yucca Salvage Plan standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 603(c) of the FLPMA states, “...the Secretary [of the 
Interior/BLM] shall continue to manage such lands according to his 
authority under the Act and other applicable law in a manner so as 
not to impair the suitability of such areas for preservation as 
wilderness ...”. The effects of noise and visual effects were not 
determined to affect any of the nearest six Wilderness areas, located 
5-12 miles from the proposed action, therefore the project would be 
in compliance with this FLPMA-mandated non-impairment standard 
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IMPLAN is the accepted standard for NEPA analysis.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Assessment and identification of impacts based on data, analysis, 
and documented impacts from past projects.  This comment indicates 
confusion between very different economic concepts of impacts 
versus benefits.  Comment contains speculation and cannot be 
documented. 
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts discloses impacts to 
socioeconomic conditions and has been updated to include potential 
effects on recreation and tourism. No negative impacts are 
anticipated.  For further information see the newly added Appendix 
G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and 
Transmission Lines.  
 
 
Refer to Section 1.3.1-BLM’s Purpose and Need for the Proposed 
Project and 1.3.3-Western’s Purpose and Need. Maximizing net 
social benefit is not a requirement of NEPA.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEPA does not include a provision for monetary evaluation of these 
resources. 
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Refer to impacts and mitigation measures discussed in Section 4.7-
Transportation Impacts. 
 
Section 4.12 – Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include a 
discussion on impacts to recreation and tourism. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.   
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Section 3.10-Socioeconomics has been updated to 2010 Census and 
2016 projections. 
 
Comment noted. 
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Section 4.12 – Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include a 
discussion on impacts to recreation and tourism. 
 
 
 
 
Section 3-12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to 2010 
Census. 
 
 
 
 
 
SIC codes end in 2000, causing end to that data series.  Data updated 
to 2010 Census and current conditions wherever possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts under the Fiscal 
Impacts. 
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Speculative.  This comment indicates confusion between very 
different economic concepts of impacts versus benefits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
The economic linkages contained in IMPLAN models are quite 
stable, i.e. the set of inputs required producing a good or service 
changes little over a four-year period.  Prices are adjusted to 2011 
dollars.  Royalty lease payments are not included in direct impacts.  
Note total operations annual budget of $8.15 million and total local 
expenditures (or direct impacts) of $2.95 million in EIS Table 
4.12-3.  Summary of Project Annual Operations Expenditures for 96 
WTG Layout Alternative. 
 
The EIS is merely disclosing the information on tax abatements, not 
defending it. 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
This sentence has been removed from the EIS. 
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Comment noted. 

 

 

The existing setting describes the current conditions. The impact 
analysis presented in Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts, 
compares the build alternatives with a no build option; the No 
Action. 

 

Social well-being is addressed in Section 4.12.2.2-Proposed Action -
— 96 WTG Layout Alternative under Local Private Land 
Owners/Residents/Large Lot Owners. 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

Only minority, tribal, and low-income populations are examined in 
environmental justice.  Seniors cannot be documented as a group to 
be low-income.  The EIS has been updated to utilize 2010 Census 
data. 

 

Table 3.13-1.  Estimated 2010 Families with Incomes Below 
National Poverty Level has been updated to 2010 Census data.  
(Zero persons in Searchlight CDP were documented living under 
poverty in 2010.) 
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
potential effects on recreation and tourism.  For further information 
see the newly added Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment is speculative.  The EIS describes impacts judged likely 
after project construction, not impacts anticipated by some prior to 
construction.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IMPLAN is the accepted standard for NEPA analysis.  Tourism and 
Recreation businesses are included. The set of amenities available to 
potential amenity in-migrants is not judged to have changed 
substantially as a result of this project.  Section 4.12-Socioeconomic 
Impacts has been updated to include potential effects on recreation 
and tourism.  For further information see the newly added Appendix 
G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and 
Transmission Lines. 



 

Organization Comments | 81 
 

 

 
 
 
IMPLAN is the accepted standard for NEPA analysis.  The set of 
amenities available to potential amenity in-migrants is not judged to 
have changed substantially as a result of this project.  Section 4.12-
Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include potential effects 
on recreation and tourism.  For further information see the newly 
added Appendix G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic Effects of 
Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
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IMPLAN is the accepted standard for NEPA analysis.  The set of 
amenities available to potential amenity in-migrants is not judged to 
have changed substantially as a result of this project.  Section 4.12-
Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include potential effects 
on recreation and tourism.  For further information see the newly 
added Appendix G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic Effects of 
Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
potential effects on property values.   
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
Impacts on Property Values.  A literature review on property value 
impacts has been added in Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Although the BLM has reviewed the document provided, IMPLAN 
is the current accepted standard for NEPA analysis.  
 
 
 
“Quality of life” is composed of many elements including noise, 
visual, recreation etc., all of which are discussed throughout Chapter 
4.0-Environmental Consequences 



 

Organization Comments | 84 
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IMPLAN is the accepted standard for NEPA analysis.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed project does not have a provision for a one-time 
payment to landowners.  Tourism and recreation businesses are 
included in the IMPLAN model. 
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The cultural resources report has been completed and Native 
American consultation has been conducted.  The results of the 
cultural inventory and tribal comments are summarized in the Final 
EIS. Views from Spirit Mountain and impacts are discussed in 
Section 3.9-Visual Resources 4.9-Visual Resource Impacts, and 
Section 5.2.5-Native American Consultation. 
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The sites are evaluated in more detail in the cultural resources report. 
The Class III cultural resources survey was conducted within the 
Area of Project Effect (APE), currently defined as the potential 
disturbance area plus a 200-ft. buffer around all new and existing 
access roads, transmission lines and project facilities. Most of the 
sites found in the project area relate to historic mining activities that 
took place in the early 20th Century.  Only six sites were prehistoric 
with seven being primarily historic mining sites with one prehistoric 
artifact or feature. No physical trails were located during the cultural 
resources investigations or reported by the Tribes consulted. A 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the BLM and the 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office will address mitigation 
measures.  Consultations between the BLM and the tribes began in 
2009 and have continued through the NEPA process.  Comments 
received are summarized in the Final EIS. An 
ethnographic/ethnohistoric study is a mitigation measure (MM CR-
2). 
 
Section 4.3.2.2-Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout Alternative and 
Section 4.3.2.3-87 WTG Layout Alternative have been updated to 
include water usage estimates for construction of the wind facility.  
Western will estimate the actual water demand during the ensuing 
phases of the NEPA process.  
 
 
In the event that SWS will provide the water for this project, SWS 
staff will determine the actual source connection. SWS technical 
staff will determine the volume and rate of water that can be 
provided to this project. As with most other water rights holders, 
SWS cannot exceed its duty. 
 
In addition to SWS resources, there are approximately 620 acre-feet 
of existing rights, of which 311 are quasi-Municipal. The Applicant 
will coordinate with the Las Vegas Valley Water District to support 
the water needs for the project. If sufficient resources are not 
available, the Applicant will procure water from local willing sellers 
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Refer to Section 3.3.2.4-Groundwater Resources for the proximity of 
wells to the project area.  Considering the distance from the 
construction site to the wells, the engineered blasting should have no 
effect. Liability clauses will be in place for the unlikely event that 
there is damage to personal property. All construction methods must 
meet Clark County codes. The materials laydown yard location is 
proposed for the west-central portion of the site, along with east end 
of the access road. This is not near the Boat Tank Spring. The 
construction area footprint does not encroach on any of the 5 springs 
identified within the project area. There is, however, a mining 
operation in the vicinity of Boat Tank Spring. 
 
Ultimately, it's the responsibility of the State Water Engineer when 
issuing the municipal rights to ensure that it won't deplete the 
aquifer. It's the responsibility of SWS and/or LVVWD to put their 
rights to beneficial use, which in the case of municipal supply is to 
sell it.  
 
The firebreaks will need to be stabilized, either with water or some 
other approved method. Once stabilized, the firebreaks should no 
longer require watering, as no vehicle traffic is expected that would 
break the crust. Section 4.3.2.2-Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout 
Alternative and Section 4.3.2.3-87 WTG Layout Alternative have 
been updated to include water usage estimates for construction of the 
wind facility. 
 
 
The DWR estimates a perennial yield of 300 acre-feet for Piute 
Valley. Unfortunately, DWR does not have a current pump 
inventory for any of the three basins in which the project is located. 
Based on Mr. Bundorf's estimate, SWS pumped slightly over half of 
the perennial yield last year. The available amount of water in Piute 
Valley may depend on the volume of water utilized by other rights 
holders in the valley (private residences, mining and quasi-municipal 
users).  As with most other water rights holders, SWS cannot exceed 
its duty. 
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LVVWD has rights for 4358 acre-feet of water. Based on the 
commenter's assumptions, SWS could provide water for 23,666 
families per year, which is significantly greater than the current 
population. As with most other water rights holders, SWS cannot 
exceed its duty.  
 
Refer to Section 3.3.2.4-Groundwater Resources for a description of 
Piute Valley recharge.  Recharge occurs either via vertical 
percolation or via lateral flow from upgradient sources. The legal 
baseline for estimating impacts to an aquifer is the recorded 
Perennial Yield, which for Piute Valley is 300 acre-feet.    An 
estimated 160 acres will be finished with impermeable materials; 
cement, asphalt and/or buildings. The estimated reduction of 
permeable surfaces across the 18,949 acres development would be 
less than 1%.   The relative "age" of groundwater cannot be 
determined via carbon dating. An aquifer's water quality is 
predominantly determined by the media type, temperature and 
contact time. The higher the concentrations, typically, the older the 
water. This method, however, cannot accurately quantify the "age". 
The relatively low concentration of ions in the Piute Valley alluvial 
aquifer, in which the SWS wells are screened, indicates that the 
residence time of the water is relatively brief.  
 
Section 3.10-Noise and 4.10-Noise Impacts has been clarified to the 
extent possible.  Section 4.4.4-Wildlife has been updated to include 
the impacts of noise on wildlife. 
 
Comment noted.  The modeling study conducted for this project is 
the accepted standard for NEPA analysis. Refer to Section 4.10.2-
Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative for the explanation of 
conservative assumptions that were used in the noise modeling 
analysis.  
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The modeling study conducted for this project is the accepted 
standard for NEPA analysis. Refer to Section 4.10.2-Direct and 
Indirect Effects by Alternative for an explanation of the conservative 
assumptions that were used in the noise modeling analysis.  In 
summary, the noise modeling is considered “conservative” because 
it assumes that all receptors (i.e. residences) are downwind of the 
noise sources (i.e. WTGs) simultaneously, which is a physical 
impossibility but one that results in a conservative calculation of 
maximum expected sound levels. 
 
Additionally, Figure 4.10-1.  Noise Contours for the 96 WTG 
Layout Alternative and Figure 4.10-1.  Noise Contours for the 96 
WTG Layout Alternative represent the highest sound output from 
the turbines under maximum wind conditions.  Sound levels from 
turbine operation will be lower under lower wind speeds, and non-
existent during winds speeds below cut-in (typically 4 m/s) wind 
speeds.  
 
No peer reviewed scientific studies indicate wind turbine sound 
being audible at a distance of 15 kilometers over land.  See noise 
modeling presented in Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect Effect by 
Alternative for discussion on the conservative projected noise levels 
in the area.  These models are considered conservative because the 
model assumes that all receptors are downwind of the noise sources 
simultaneously, which a physical impossibility but one that results in 
a conservative calculation of maximum expected sound levels.  
 
Noise modeling presented in Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect 
Effects by Alternative indicates that at the park boundary noise 
levels would be less than 35 dBA (~25-27 dBA).   
 
 
 
 
 
Section 3.10.2.3-Surrounding Land Uses and Potential Noise-
Sensitive Receivers, has been updated to include residents on 
Oregon Trail Road. 
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The noise modeling analysis included residential properties that were 
nearest to any wind turbine locations.  Parcel 24324000010, which 
was included in the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 
24324000011.  Similarly, Parcel 2432400021, which was included in 
the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 24324000012. 
 
 
Section 4.12-Socioeconomics has been updated to reflect 2010 
Census data, resulting in a change in the noise section from 576 to 
555; however, this did not change the results of the analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is not certain that blasting will be necessary because on the ground 
geotechnical studies have not yet been conducted. 
 
The data in Table 4.10-2-Operation Noise Model Parameters, were 
provided by a wind turbine vendor, and represent the sound power 
level of the turbine as measured according to IEC 61400-11:2002.  
This standard was specifically developed to quantify noise output 
from wind turbines. 
 
Refer to noise modeling presented in Section 4.10.2-Direct and 
Indirect Effects by Alternative for discussion on the conservative 
projected noise levels in the area.  The modeling study conducted for 
this project included very conservative assumptions that included all 
receptors being downwind from all turbines simultaneously (a 
physical impossibility), and the maximum sound output from the 
turbines under maximum wind conditions (25 m/s).  Variations of 
temperature and humidity conditions would not be anticipated to 
result in significant changes to the already very conservative results.   
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The noise modeling analysis included residential properties that were 
nearest to any wind turbine locations.  Parcel 24324000010, which 
was included in the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 
24324000011.  Similarly, Parcel 2432400021, which was included in 
the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 24324000012. 
 
The special use permit was obtained because noise levels would not 
be below the Clark County standard of 43 dBA at the property line, 
but the noise levels would be below such at the actual residences 
(see Table 4.10-3.  Predicted Operation Noise – 96 WTG Layout 
Alternative and Table 4.10-4.  Predicted Operation Noise – 87 WTG 
Layout Alternative).  See noise modeling in Section 4.10.2-Direct 
and Indirect Effects by Alternative, for discussion on the 
conservative projected noise levels in the area.  It is not anticipated 
that noise would exceed Clark County Noise Standards at 
residences; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
Section 4.14-Health and Human Safety Impacts of the document 
contained a detailed description of the potential effects. Mitigation to 
reduce fire-related risk is described in MM SAFE-4: Construction 
Fire Prevention Measures. One measure was to maintain fire 
suppression equipment on site during construction. 
 
Section 4.14-Health and Human Safety Impacts of the document 
includes also included on-site measures such as; To reduce fire risk, 
the Applicant would construct a 20-foot-wide firebreak on the 
exterior of the perimeter fencing surrounding the O&M building and 
the proposed substations, in addition to a 20-foot wide firebreak 
surrounding individual WTG locations (APM-7). Shrubs and other 
large vegetation would be removed from the firebreak. Grading or 
discing would maintain the firebreak. 
 
The electrical equipment enclosures that would house the 
transformers would be either metal or concrete structures. Any fire 
that could potentially occur would be contained within the structures, 
which would be designed to meet National Electrical Manufacturers 
Association standards for electrical enclosures (APM-14). 
 
Additionally, mitigation measure included as an inherent element of 
the project, APM-7, is for development and implementation of an 
Emergency Response Plan that would include fire suppression and 
control. 
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Water is the only soil stabilizing substance that is non-toxic.  BLM 
only authorizes water to be used in T&E species habitat. Once 
stabilized, the firebreaks should not require additional watering.  
Dust control for the firebreaks will be factored into the O&M water 
demand. Dust control measures will be in accordance with DAQ 
requirements and it is not anticipated that fugitive dust emissions 
from firebreaks would exceed NAAQS.  
 
 
Southwest Gas Corporation holds a ROW grant from BLM for an 
existing gas line within the project area.  The grant is non-exclusive; 
therefore, the BLM reserves the right to authorize other actions 
within a ROW area for compatible uses. The Applicant will be 
required to coordinate with Southwest Gas should there be any 
pipeline crossings, e.g., roads, underground electrical collection 
systems, etc.  The result of the coordination would be a legally 
binding agreement that such crossings would meet Southwest Gas-
provided standards for engineering and applicable material 
requirements to ensure the safe and continued operation of the gas 
line. 
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According to the Center for Disease Control in 2010 there were over 
16,000 reported cases of Valley Fever (i.e. coccidioidomycosis), the 
majority of which were located in Arizona and California (Accessed 
July 3 2012 at: 
http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/coccidioidomycosis/statistics.html.). 
According to the University of Arizona’s Valley Fever’s Center for 
Excellence, two-thirds of all infections in the United States occur in 
Arizona, mostly in the urban areas surrounding Phoenix and Tucson. 
(Accessed on line July 3, 2012 at: 
http://www.vfce.arizona.edu/GeneralInfo/default.aspx).  This 
research suggests that although Valley Fever may occur in Nevada, 
it is not as likely compared to other parts of the southwest.  This 
statement is supported by the information available from Southern 
Nevada Health District which documents less than 10 cases per year 
of Valley Fever have been reported in Clark County, Nevada  to date 
(2009-2012) (accessed online July 4, 2012 at:  
https://www.southernnevadahealthdistrict.org/stats-reports/disease-
stats-jan12.php.). 
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The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Wind 
Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western 
United States (2005) states that shadow flicker is not considered as 
significant an issue in the United States as in Europe. It does note 
that flickering effect may be considered an annoyance, but that 
modern three-bladed wind turbines are unlikely to cause epileptic 
seizures in the susceptible population due to the low blade passing 
frequencies. The relevant text from the Programmatic EIS states: 
 
“When the sun is behind the blades and the shadow falls across 
occupied buildings, the light passing through windows can disturb 
the occupants (Gipe 1995). Shadow flicker is recognized as an 
important issue in Europe but is generally not considered as 
significant in the United States (Gipe 1995). The American Wind 
Energy Association (AWEA 2004) states that shadow flicker is not a 
problem during the majority of the year at U.S. latitudes (except in 
Alaska where the sun’s angle is very low in the sky for a large 
portion of the year).  In addition, it is possible to calculate if a 
flickering shadow will fall on a given location near a wind farm and 
for how many hours in a year (AWEA 2004).  While the flickering 
effect may be considered an annoyance, there is also concern that the 
variations in light frequencies may trigger epileptic seizures in the 
susceptible population (Burton et al. 2001).  However, the rate at 
which modern three-bladed wind turbines rotate generates blade-
passing frequencies of less than 1.75 Hz, below the threshold 
frequency of 2.5 Hz, indicating that seizures should not be an issue 
(Burton et al. 2001). (Section 3-20).” 
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Section 4.10-Noise Impacts discloses that noise levels at households 
are all below the standard and threshold set by Clark County. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.10-Noise Impacts states” In 2011 Clark County approved a 
Special Use Permit application for the Proposed Project. They found 
that there were nighttime noise level exceedances at the property 
line, described above, but that at the actual residence locations the 
levels were all below the County’s threshold. Therefore, the project 
was approved by Clark County.” 
 
 
 
Over 300,000 people travel Cottonwood Cove Road annually, the 
majority of which are from outside the community.  The 
construction work force of would represent about 1% of that 
number.   
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Comment noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The existing Geological environment was presented in EIS Section 
3.1-Geology, Soils, and Minerals, and impacts in Section 4.1-
Geology, Soils, and Minerals. Geotechnical testing will be 
conducted at each WTG location prior to construction. 
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Well data indicate that groundwater in the project area is variable but 
ranges from 170 to about 270 feet (Section 3.3.2.4-Groundwater 
Resources). Construction excavation for the WTGs would range 
from ten to thirty feet deep (DEIS Section 2.3.2-Construction, 
subheading WTG Pads and Foundations). Therefore, it is very 
unlikely that near surface flows would be impacted. 
 
During construction Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC would be 
required to use an approved dust palliative (such as water) to lesson 
blowing soil. After construction is complete disturbed areas would 
be revegetated to the extent possible.  
 
Figure 2.1-1.   96 WTG Layout Alternative and Figure 2.1-2.  87 
WTG Layout Alternative has been updated to illustrate topography.  
Section 2.3.2-Construction under Road Construction has been 
updated disclosed that blasting may be required.  It cannot be 
determined to what extent blasting would be required until the 
ground geotechnical testing has been completed. 
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Southwest Gas Corporation holds a ROW grant from BLM for an 
existing gas line within the project area.  The grant is non-exclusive; 
therefore, the BLM reserves the right to authorize other actions 
within a ROW area for compatible uses. The Applicant will be 
required to coordinate with Southwest Gas should there be any 
pipeline crossings, e.g., roads, underground electrical collection 
systems, etc.  The result of the coordination would be a legally 
binding agreement that such crossings would meet Southwest Gas-
provided standards for engineering and applicable material 
requirements to ensure the safe and continued operation of the gas 
line.  
 
Each turbine has a setback recommended by the manufacturer, 
which ranges from 866 to 1,050 feet as a function of rotor diameter. 
No turbines are located within the setback from any building or road, 
other than the spur road to each turbine used for construction and 
maintenance.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BLM considers publications of the State Engineer to provide reliable 
information from a credible source regarding Nevada water 
resources. The commenter would appropriately, direct questions 
about their methods to them.  Since no new wells are planned for this 
project and no new water rights will be appropriated, the 
commenter’s questions are irrelevant, since water rights holders, 
SWS, LVVWD, or anybody else who will be supplying that water 
cannot exceed its duty. 
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The existing Geological environment was presented in EIS Section 
3.1-Geology, Soils, and Minerals, and impacts in Section 4.1-
Geology, Soils, and Minerals Impacts. Geotechnical testing will be 
conducted at each WTG location prior to construction.  
 
Well data indicate that water in the project area is variable but ranges 
from 170 to about 270 feet (Section 3.3.2.4-Groundwater 
Resources). Construction excavation for the WTGs would range 
from ten to thirty feet deep (Section 2.3.2-Construction, subheading 
WTG Pads and Foundations). Therefore, it is very unlikely that near 
surface flows would be impacted. 
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The project emissions will not exceed the NAAQS and Clark County 
DAQ air quality standards described in Section 4.6- Air Quality 
Impacts.  
 
Refer to APM-3 - the applicant would use water to control dust to 
comply with Clark County DAQ dust control requirements (APM-
3).  Additional mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.6- Air 
Quality Impacts.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Less than 2 percent of the project area (382-410 acres) would be 
disturbed (either temporarily or permanently) as a result of the 
proposed project; this is a negligible amount of disturbance in 
relation to the project area (18,949 acres).  No current data exists to 
support that the loss of such a small amount of soil crust relative to 
available crust would create a measurable change in CO2 volumes in 
the atmosphere. Furthermore, the Governor of the State of NV has 
delegated the authority to Clark County DAQ as the compliance 
oversight for Clean Air in the project area.  Clark County has full 
jurisdiction of the project area, which has been determined to be in 
attainment/unclassifiable for PM10 emissions. 
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The purpose and need for the project is not to offset greenhouse gas 
emissions.  Section 4.6-Air Quality Impacts includes an analysis of 
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  No current data exists to 
support that the loss of such a small amount of soil crust relative to 
available crust would create a measurable change in CO2 volumes in 
the atmosphere.  Currently there is no technically defensible 
methodology for predicting potential climate changes from GHG 
emissions.  However, there are, and will continue to be, several 
efforts to address GHG emissions from federal activities, including 
BLM authorized uses.  Furthermore, this proposed action does not 
meet the emission level or production capacity for reporting and is 
not subject to mandatory reporting rules found in General Provisions 
(40 CFR 98).  
 
The Traffic Management Plan would be prepared by the party 
responsible for implementing it; namely the construction contractor. 
As safety is involved, this plan would not reviewed by the general 
public as the Director of the Nevada Department of Transportation 
holds responsibility for review.  Construction could not legally 
commence prior to the NDOT approval. Refer to MM TRAN-1 for a 
discussion of the elements that would be included in the plan.   In 
addition, NDOT typically requires written notification be provided 
to emergency services (fire, police, ambulance, etc.) at least 24 hours 
in advance of traffic detours and at least 48 hours prior to the 
commencement of construction activities. 
 
MM-TRAN-2, Repair Damaged Streets, would specifically require 
documentation of pre-construction road conditions and post-
construction repair standards.  
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The commenter is incorrect in the assertion that 18,949 acres would 
be disturbed.  The project area is 18,949 acres.  Table 2.5-2.  
Approximate Acreages that would be Affected by Development of 
Action Alternatives, of the DEIS presents the disturbance associated 
with the build alternatives ranges from 230-249 acres of temporary 
disturbance, and 152-160 acres of permanent disturbance.  
 
 
The setback is in conformance with BLM Instructional 
Memorandum 2009-043, which states that no turbine on public land 
will be positioned closer than 1.5 times the total height of the wind 
turbine (approximately 640 feet) to the right-of-way boundary.  No 
turbines are located within the setback from any building or primary 
road, other than the spur road to each turbine used for construction 
and maintenance, or two-track and casual-use roads.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No permanent fencing of the turbines or access roads is proposed 
because of the additional disturbance and resulting habitat 
fragmentation. 
 
 
Refer to Section 4.7-Transportation Impacts, which has been updated 
to address this comment. 
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Refer to MM TRAN-2- Repair Damaged Streets, which provides 
that the roads would be returned to their preexisting condition.  A 
Traffic Management Plan (MM-TRAN-1) will address effects on 
local traffic.  The Plan would include the following element: To 
minimize the effects on local and Lake Mead traffic the 
Transportation Plan will mandate the use of flagmen or escort 
vehicles to control and direct traffic flow, and provide schedules that 
show roadway work will be done during periods of minimum traffic 
flow.  The Traffic Management Plan would be a stipulation of the 
ROW Grant.       
 
This sentence has been removed from the EIS.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 3.8.2-Existing Environment has been modified to delete 
reference to livestock grazing.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Las Vegas RMP, approved October 5 1998 is the governing 
document for this project, along with any other approved planning or 
programmatic document covering this field office or project type.  
The revised (Las Vegas) RMP Record of Decision is not anticipated 
until the summer of 2014.  
 
The correct acreage for the proposed project area is 18,949 acres of 
BLM-managed lands.  The total from Table 3.8-2.  ROWs within or 
adjacent to the Proposed Project Area is from a database that has not 
been corrected to reflect the actual ROW. 
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Southwest Gas Corporation holds a ROW grant from BLM for an 
existing gas line within the project area.   BLM ROW grants are non-
exclusive.  BLM Reserves the right to grant other actions within a 
ROW area.  Searchlight Wind Energy LLC would be required to 
coordinate its construction and operational activities with existing 
adjacent ROW holders to facilitate their continued safe operations. 
 
 
The updated Socio analysis presented in Section 4.12-
Socioeconomic Impacts, indicates there would be no effect on 
property values.  Refer to Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines for 
a more information. 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.17.5-Potential Cumulative Impacts describes the 
consideration of indirect and direct cumulative effects in situations 
where relevant information is either incomplete or unavailable.  

The EIS identifies two potential wind energy projects (e.g. Castle 
Mountain Searchlight Project and Piute-Eldordo Valley Energy), one 
solar project (Searchlight Solar Project),and the Mead-Searchlight 
230-kV Transmission Line as projects with potential cumulative 
impacts to the Project.  Table 4.20-1-Cummulative Effects 
Summary, contains a summary of the potential cumulative effects of 
the 87 WTG Alternative and the 96 WTG Alternative when 
considered with other reasonably foreseeable projects   The EIS 
contains a "useful analysis of an analysis of the cumulative impacts 
of past, present and future projects."  City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. 
U.S. DOT, 123 F.2d 1142, 1160 (9th Cir. 1997).   

The analysis of the cumulative impacts of the four other potential 
projects is an analysis of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions.  Tomac v. Norton, 433 F.3d 852, 864 (D.C. Cir. 2006).  The 
cumulative impacts analysis in the EIS has been updated and 
identifies: (1) the area in which the effects of the proposed project 
will be felt; (2) the impacts that are expected in the from the 
proposed project; (3) other actions - past, present, and proposed, and 
reasonably foreseeable - that have had or are expected to have 
impacts in the same area; (4) the impacts or expected impacts from 
these other actions; and (5) the overall impact that can be expected if 
the individual impacts are allowed to accumulate".  Id.  The Project 
is not segmented, but rather, is analyzed in its entirety in the DEIS. 
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Table 4.17-1.  Cumulative Effects Summary contains quantified and 
detailed information on the potential cumulative impacts of the four 
identified reasonably foreseeable future projects.  The analysis 
contains details regarding air quality and climate, noise, geology and 
minerals, soils, water resources, biological resources, cultural 
resources, paleontological resources, land use, recreation, visual 
resources, transportation, hazardous materials, social and economic 
conditions and environmental justice.  Table 4.17-1.  Cumulative 
Effects Summary contains specific, detailed information and 
conclusions regarding each of these resources.  It also contains a 
discussion of the cumulative impact on the tortoise population and 
bird and bat populations and visual resources.  

The geographical boundaries should not be extended to the point that 
the analysis becomes unwieldy and useless for decision-making. In 
many cases, the analysis should use an ecological region boundary 
that focuses on the natural units that constitute the resources of 
concern.   

The USFWS has evaluated the project effect on desert tortoise 
population in the Biological Opinion (Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion). 
 
The proposed project area is not currently designated as an ACEC.  
Areas immediately surrounding the project area plus a 25% buffer 
were evaluated in Section 4.17-Cumulative Impacts Analysis. The 
ACEC is discussed in Section 1.4.1-Public Scoping Process, Section 
4.8-Land Use Impacts, and Section 4.10-Noise Impacts. 
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The BLM is not required to list or analyze the effects of individual 
past actions unless such information is necessary to describe the 
cumulative effect of all past actions combined. Under NEPA, 
agencies retain substantial discretion as to the extent of such inquiry 
and the appropriate level of explanation.  Marsh v. Oregon Natural 
Resources Council, 490 U.S. 360, 376-77 (1989). "Generally, 
agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by 
focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without 
delving into the historical details of individual past actions." CEQ 
Guidance on the Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative 
Effects Analysis, June 24, 2005.    

Section 4.17.5-Potential Cumulative Impacts evaluates the 
cumulative impacts of both the current setting, which includes past 
projects as well as all reasonably foreseeable future actions.  In 
addition, past projects with a potentially cumulative impact to the 
proposed project are encompassed in the entire document, in 
particular, Chapter 3-Affected Environment, which discusses in 
detail the "Affected Environment." 
 
 
NEPA regulations require that cumulative impacts be "considered" 
(Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain vs. USFS, 137 F.3d 1372, 1379 (9th 
Cir. 1998)).  Section 4.17.5-Potential Cumulative Impacts evaluates 
the cumulative impacts of both the current setting, which  includes 
past projects as well as all reasonably foreseeable future actions,  and 
the impacts to the present setting by past actions are carried through 
the entire EIS, in particular, Chapter 3-Affected Environment.  The 
cumulative impacts analysis need not consider the impacts of past or 
reasonably foreseeable development that is unrelated to the impacts 
of the proposed action (Don’t Ruin Our Park v. Stone, 802 F. Supp. 
1239 (M.D. Pa. 1992))).  
 
NEPA Section 101 2(c)(iv) requires a detailed statement on any 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that would 
be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented. The 
"commitment of resources" refers primarily to the use of 
nonrenewable resources such as fossil fuels, water, labor, and 
electricity.  A commitment of resources is "irreversible" when its 
impacts limit the future option for a resource and an "irretrievable" 
commitment refers to the use or consumption of resources that is 
neither renewable nor recoverable for later use by future generations. 
The long term impacts to resources resulting from the proposed 
project will be both renewable and recoverable for use by future 
generations at the termination of the proposed project.  
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Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the 
use of non-renewable resources and the effects that the use of those 
resources have on future generations.  The long term impacts to 
resources resulting from the proposed project will be both renewable 
and recoverable for use by future generations at the termination of 
the proposed project. 
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The BLM's responsibility to address potential cumulative impacts is 
established in 40 CFR 1502.22(b), which states that "If the 
information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
impacts cannot be obtained because the overall costs of obtaining it 
are exorbitant or the means to obtain it are not known, the agency 
shall include with the environmental impact statement: (1) A 
statement that such information is incomplete or unavailable. . . "  
Section 4.17.4-Reasonable Foreseeble Actions has been updated to 
include the statement that such information is incomplete or 
unavailable. Accordingly, the discussion of the impacts of those 
projects is, therefore, adequate.  

 

The geographical boundaries should not be extended to the point that 
the analysis becomes unwieldy and useless for decision-making. In 
many cases, the analysis should use an ecological region boundary 
that focuses on the natural units that constitute the resources of 
concern.  

The USFWS has evaluated the project effect on desert tortoise 
population in the Biological Opinion (Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion). 
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Effects of rainfall were taken into consideration relative to desert 
tortoise in preparation of the Biological Assessment and the findings 
were presented in the EIS in Section 3.4.4.2-Existing Environment. 
The USFWS desert tortoise survey protocol provides survey 
methodology to determine presence/absence and abundance of desert 
tortoises for projects. Their model is based on the probability that a 
desert tortoise is above ground and includes required input relative to 
the previous winter’s rainfall (October through March). The source 
of weather information was specifically provided by USFWS, 
namely; http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?nv7369. 
 
For a variety of reasons Altamont fatality numbers may be an outlier 
with regard to golden eagle fatalities at wind energy facilities. In 
addition to the dense configuration of older-generation turbines, high 
prey densities and lack of breeding eagles possibly attract sub-adults 
and floaters to the Altamont, contributing to the high activity and 
high fatality rates. In addition, the limited amount of repowering that 
has occurred at Altamont suggests that eagle (and raptor) fatality 
rates will decline as the older turbines are replaced by fewer, taller, 
and higher power-rated turbines. Initial results of the repowering 
suggest that golden eagle fatality rates could decline by more than 
80% with complete turbine replacement and comparable power 
output (Insignia 2009; Smallwood and Karas 2009; ICF 2011). 

A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to 
as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published 
USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  The intention is not to predict the number of 
fatalities due to turbine collision as pre-construction data poorly 
predicts fatalities for birds (Ferrer et al. 2012), but to determine if 
any species is at high risk to inform post-construction fatality 
monitoring.  

At the time baseline surveys were completed for the project, Nevada 
had no official policy or protocols for avian pre-project surveys so 
protocols were developed between BLM and NDOW.  In summary, 
two years of point count surveys, two seasons of raptor nest surveys, 
two years of bald eagle winter use surveys, and an aerial survey to 
assess the use of raptor nests were conducted. 

No permitting framework exists that allows a company to protect 
itself from liability resulting from take at wind facilities; however, 
the USFWS does not usually take action under the MBTA if good 
faith efforts have been made to minimize impacts. A Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to as an Avian and 
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Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the project, which 
follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS Land-Based 
Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy).   
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Refer to Section 4.17-Cumulative Impacts analysis for a discussion 
of cumulative impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The projects identified within the area of cumulative effect were 
evaluated in Section 4.17.5-Potential Cumulative Impacts.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The geographic boundaries of the cumulative impacts analysis 
identified in the comment are described in the EIS in Section 4.17.5-
Potential Cumulative Impacts.  The geographical boundaries should 
not be extended to the point that the analysis becomes unwieldy and 
useless for decision-making. In many cases, the analysis should use 
an ecological region boundary that focuses on the natural units that 
constitute the resources of concern. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.17.4-Reasonable Foreseeble Actions has been updated to 
include the Searchlight Solar Project (e.g. American Capital 
Energy). 
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The USFWS has evaluated the project effect on desert tortoise 
population in the Biological Opinion (Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. For compliance details for these issues refer to 
Section 5.0-Consultation and Coordination, Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion, and Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy.  
 
 
 
 
The provisions for preparation of a Supplemental EIS are described 
in 40 CFR 1502.9, (c) (1) (i), “The agency makes substantial 
changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 
concerns; or (ii) There are significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the 
proposed action or its impacts.” 
Preparation of a Supplemental EIS is not warranted because neither 
of these conditions apply, the proposed action has not been 
substantively changed since publication of the DEIS and no 
significant new information was provided or developed during the 
public comment period.   
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Potential impacts to wildlife species are addressed throughout  
Sections 4.4-Biological Resources Impacts.  Pursuant to Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act, BLM has complete 
consultation with the USFWS resulting in a Biological Opinion.  
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion contains the 
required desert tortoise mitigation measures and a discussion of 
how such mitigation would be effective.  A Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to as an Avian 
and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the project, 
which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  The BBCS provides a qualitative risk 
assessment for the effect of a factor (e.g., collision, 
electrocution) on birds. 
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Effects to desert tortoise are discussed in Section 4.4.5.2-Desert 
Tortoise – Direct and Indirect Impacts by Alternatives.  Pursuant 
to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, BLM has complete 
consultation with the USFWS resulting in a Biological Opinion, 
which includes the required mitigation (Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion).   
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Refer to Section 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – Direct and Indirect 
Impacts by Alternatives, which discusses increased perching 
opportunities for ravens and impacts from the introduction of 
new roads and associated increased traffic.  

 

Mitigation measures proposed in the DEIS and issued in the 
Biological Opinion did not include translocation of tortoise, 
rather it was proposed that tortoises would be moved out of 
harm’s way during construction activities (Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion). 
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As discussed in the EIS, the Proposed Project would result in the 
loss of some foraging habitat for the golden eagle; however, the 
proportion of foraging habitat that would be lost due to the 
Proposed Project is small compared to the total amount of 
available foraging habitat within the Piute and Eldorado Valleys.  

 

A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly 
referred to as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was 
developed for the project, which follows the guidelines of the 
recently published USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines 
(Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy).  The 
BBCS provides a qualitative risk assessment for the effect of a 
factor (e.g., collision, electrocution) on birds.  The intention is 
not to predict the number of fatalities due to turbine collision as 
pre-construction data poorly predicts fatalities for birds (Ferrer 
et al. 2012), but to determine if any species is at high risk to 
inform post-construction fatality monitoring. 
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Comment noted. 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BLM requires that mitigation measures are identified as a 
stipulation of the ROW Grant.  Development of mitigation plans 
often requires input, review, and approval by other regulating 
agencies such as USFWS, NDEP, DAQ, and NDOT and are not 
typically completed prior to a Final EIS.   However, all the 
elements and basic requirements of the mitigation plans are 
discussed throughout the EIS.  
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All mitigation plans will be disclosed in the FEIS or as a 
stipulation of the ROW grant with the exception of the Site 
Rehabilitation and Facility Decommissioning Plan, which will 
be completed 6 months prior to project closure. 
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Refer to Chapter 3-Affected Environment, which discusses in 
detail the baseline of the proposed project area. 
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The provisions for preparation of a Supplemental EIS are described in 
40 CFR 1502.9, (c) (1) (i), “The agency makes substantial changes in 
the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or 
(ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its 
impacts.” 
Preparation of a Supplemental EIS is not warranted because neither of 
these conditions apply, the proposed action has not been substantively 
changed since publication of the DEIS and no significant new 
information was provided or developed during the public comment 
period. 
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The overall Project area has previously been disturbed from a 
century of mining activities.  Tailings piles, adits, dirt roads, and 
prospects dot the landscape.  The Class III cultural resources 
survey was conducted within the Project’s linear Area of 
Potential Effect (APE), currently defined as any area to be 
disturbed plus a 200-ft. buffer around all project roads and 
facilities. The proponent would be required to stay within the 
Project’s linear corridor and would not disturb non-inventoried 
lands if the Right-of-Way is granted. 
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Comment noted. 
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Comment noted.  BLM has completed consultation with the 
USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
(For details refer to Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Section 7 Consultation and Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological 
Opinion). 

 

Comment noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

Section 4.17.4-Reasonable Foreseeble Actions has been updated 
to include methodology on how non-federal projects and federal 
project near the Searchlight Wind Energy Project were identified 
for the cumulative analysis.   
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Comment is consistent with information already presented 
throughout Section 4.4-Biological Resources Impacts.  

 

 

Residual impacts are defined as impacts that remain after 
mitigation measures have been implemented.  

 

The rate is determined by USFWS and adjusted annually for 
inflation.  At the time the DEIS was published $786/acre was the 
rate; however, the rate is currently $810/acres and this is 
reflected in the Biological Opinion. 

Comment noted. 
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A no action alternative is considered in the DEIS (Refer to 
Section 2.1.2.1-No Action Alternative).    
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Post-construction traffic would be limited to maintenance vehicles 
and is not expected to affect the current level of service of the 
existing recreational and local traffic; therefore an additional 
Traffic Management Plan would not be warranted. 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 
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Avian surveys quantified turkey vulture observations stating, 
"turkey vulture had the highest mean use among raptors (0.12 
birds/20 min) and was the most commonly observed raptor 
species."   NDOW reviewed the Administrative Draft EIS and 
the DEIS and has not provided any information on such a 
migratory corridor. 

Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 
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BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details refer to 
Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 
Consultation and Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).   
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion contains the 
required desert tortoise mitigation measures and a discussion of 
how such mitigation would be effective. 

 

 

 

 

 

The DEIS included the mitigation measures that the BLM 
proposed in the Biological Assessment and submitted to the 
USFWS.  BLM has completed consultation with the USFWS 
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (For details 
refer to Section 5.2.2-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 
Consultation and Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion).  
Mitigation measures proposed in the DEIS and in Appendix B-2:  
USFWS Biological Opinion do not include translocation of 
tortoise, rather it was proposed that tortoises would be moved 
out of harm’s way during construction activities. 
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Refer to Section -4.4.5.11Migratory Birds - Direct and Indirect 
Effects by Alternative for a discussion on the impacts to Eagles.  
Additionally, refer to Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy, which has been added to the EIS and includes a section 
on impacts to eagles.  

As discussed in the DEIS, the Proposed Project would result in 
the loss of some foraging habitat for the golden eagle; however, 
the proportion of foraging habitat that would be lost due to the 
Proposed Project is small compared to the total amount of 
available foraging habitat within the Piute and Eldorado Valleys.   
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Refer to Section -4.4.5.11Migratory Birds - Direct and Indirect 
Effects by Alternative for a discussion on the impacts to Eagles.  
Additionally, refer to Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy, which has been added to the EIS and includes a section 
on impacts to eagles.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan has 
been added to the EIS and includes a risk assessment and 
mitigation measures for bighorn sheep. 
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A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly 
referred to as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was 
developed for the project, which follows the guidelines of the 
recently published USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines 
(Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Some plans such as the Traffic Management Plan or SWPPP 
need to be developed during the engineering phase of the project 
and may need approvals from other agencies; however, all basic 
elements of these plans are included in the EIS. 
 
Plans that have been completed to data are included in this EIS 
including Appendix B-1:  Weed Management Plan, Appendix B-
2:  USFWS Biological Opinion, Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial 
Wildlife Plan, and Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy.  Other plans would be included as a stipulation of the 
ROW grant.  The Facility Decommissioning Plan, which will be 
developed 6 months prior to project closure. 

Comment noted. 
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A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly 
referred to as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) has 
been developed for the project, which follows the guidelines of 
the recently published USFWS Land-Based Wind Guidelines 
(Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 
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While anecdotal suggestions of health effects from wind turbine sound 
can be found online, No evidence exists regarding direct negative health 
effects associated with wind turbine sound in any peer reviewed, 
scientific papers or studies.   
 
Impacts to birds and bats are disclosed in Section 4.4.5.11-Migratory 
Birds - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative and 4.4.5.8-Bats - 
Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative, respectively.  Impacts to 
Birds and Bats will be minimized by MM-BIO-5 Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy.  Additionally, refer to Appendix B-4:  Bird and 
Bat Conservation Strategy (formerly known as the Avian and Bat 
Protection Plan [ABPP], which has been added to the EIS. 
 
The manufacturer has established recommended setback for safety that 
was an important contributing element into the design of the project 
layout. While ice formation on turbine blades is unlikely in this portion 
of southern Nevada, the safety setbacks provide protection against 
potential ice throw. 
 
The document includes MM SAFE-5: Aeronautical Considerations. 
This mitigation measure requires the Applicant obtain FAA approval 
before construction is to begin. 
 
Comment noted. 
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts, has been updated with a 
discussion regarding recreation and tourism.  
 
Refer to Fiscal Impacts in Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts. 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Refer to MM-TRAN-1, which states that a Traffic Management Plan 
would be prepared to address effects on local traffic. 

Section 4.7-Transportation Impacts discloses that streets could receive 
wear from equipment and deliveries. Refer to MM TRAN-2: Repair 
Damaged Streets for a description of the mitigation for damaged streets.  
 
No farmlands exist in the proposed project area. 
 
Comments noted. 
 
Refer to EIS Appendix A:  Public Involvement for discussion of 
scoping, public materials, and the DEIS public comment period, and 
response to public comments for the proposed project. 
 
The BLM will not typically analyze an alternative for a different 
technology when a right-of-way application is submitted for a specific 
technology (e.g., evaluate a photovoltaic alternative for a concentrated 
solar power application) because such an alternative does not respond to 
the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an application for the 
authorized use of public lands for a specific renewable energy 
technology.  
 
The proposed WTG locations were determined based on a number of 
factors, including vegetation density and type. As stated in Section 
3.3.2.1-Watershed Boundaries and Water Quality, "Applicant would 
need to see that construction and use of access roads for the Proposed 
Project do not negatively affect water quantity and quality. These 
measures could be achieved by implementing a Clark County-approved 
stormwater protection plan during construction, O&M, and 
decommissioning of the Proposed Project." The SWPPP, which must 
identify BMPs and monitoring procedures that are suitable to site-
specific conditions, is subject to review and approval by Clark County 
DAQ. 
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Comment noted. 
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Comments noted. 
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Comments noted. 
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Section 3.5-Cultural Resources of the EIS was modified to describe 
survey procedures in greater detail.   An archaeological records search 
of a two-mile radius of the Searchlight Wind Energy Project was 
conducted prior to the archaeological inventory.  All previously 
recorded sites were relocated and an intensive pedestrian survey of the 
area slated for ground disturbance was undertaken with an additional 
200-foot buffer. It is standard procedure that if unanticipated cultural 
resources are encountered additional work would be conducted to 
mitigate impacts.  Four of the 65 sites recorded in the project area have 
been determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places and mitigation measures have been determined to lessen the 
direct or indirect effects from the Project. 
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Comment noted.   Impacts to biological resources and mitigation 
measures are discussed throughout Chapter 4.4-Biological Resources 
Impacts.  APM-10 Site Rehabilitation and Facility Decommissioning 
Plan would provide for measure to reclaim the area after 
decommissioning. 
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Impacts to biological resources and mitigation measures are discussed 
throughout Chapter 4.4-Biological Resources Impacts.  APM-10 Site 
Rehabilitation and Facility Decommissioning Plan would provide for 
measure to reclaim the area after decommissioning. 
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The BLM manages its lands for a variety of uses. These may include: 
protecting wildlife and plants, enabling recreational opportunities, 
allowing mining, and alternative energy development. The needs of 
some users may be in conflict with those of others.  
 
The Las Vegas RMP, approved October 5 1998 is the governing 
document for this project, along with any other approved planning or 
programmatic document covering this field office or project type.  The 
revised (Las Vegas) RMP Record of Decision is not anticipated until the 
summer of 2014. 
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1)  The EIS’s purpose and need statement complies with NEPA, 
applicable regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including 
BLM Instructional Memorandum 2011-059. The purpose and need 
statement appropriately integrates Congress’s goal that the Secretary of 
the Interior should seek to approve renewable energy projects on the 
public lands; direction from Secretarial Order 3285A1 (March 11, 2009, 
amended February 22, 2010), which establishes the development of 
environmentally responsible renewable energy as a priority for the 
Department of the Interior; and the BLM’s responsibility under FLPMA 
to manage the public lands for multiple use, taking into account the 
long-term needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable 
resources. 
 
2)  The BLM developed a purpose and need statement and considered a 
range of reasonable alternatives consistent with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2011-059. The two action alternatives satisfy 
the purpose and need because they fulfill BLM's obligation to consider 
the ROW applications under FLPMA and NEPA and because they are 
consistent with other applicable federal mandates and renewable energy 
policies and goals. 
 
3)  The BLM does not need to analyze in detail an alternative for 
distributed generation because such an alternative would not respond to 
the purpose and need to consider an application for the authorized use of 
public lands for a specific renewable energy technology. 
 
4)  Wind Energy facilities must be located where wind resources are 
available and cannot be limited to "brownfield" sites.  The BLM will not 
typically analyze a non-Federal land alternative for a right-of-way 
application on public lands because such an alternative does not respond 
to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an application for the 
authorized use of public lands for renewable energy development. 
 
5)  BLM evaluated a No Action alternative throughout the document. 
 
6)  A Dust Control Permit is required from the DAQ prior to start of 
construction projects in Clark County. The permit will contain measures 
to reduce fugitive dust. 
 
7)  Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
Impacts on Property Values.  A literature review on property value 
impacts has been added in Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
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8)  Comment noted. 
 
9)  Impacts to golden eagles are discussed in Section 4.4.5.11-Migratory 
Birds - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative and Appendix B-4:  
Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy, which has be added to the EIS. 

 

 
10)  The USFWS determines appropriate mitigation measures in the 
Biological Opinion, which is include as Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion. 
 
11)  Impacts to desert bighorn sheep are discussed in Section4.4.5.14-
Game - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative.  Also refer to 
Appendix B-3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan, which has been added to the 
EIS.  The project would only occupy a small portion of the available 
migratory corridor between these mountain ranges leaving some 
connectivity between the ranges; therefore, the project effects are 
anticipated to be minimal. 
 
12)  A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred 
to as an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  

Burring owl mitigation is discussed under MM-BIO-6.  Mitigation for 
Gila monsters is discussed under MM-BIO-4 and in Appendix B-3:  
Terrestrial Wildlife Plan.  No rare plants were found in the survey area; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
13)  An intensive cultural resources inventory of the Area of Potential 
Effect (APE) (i.e. activity areas surrounded by a large buffer) was 
performed.  No disturbance activities would occur outside of the 200-
foot buffer area.  Cultural resources outside of the APE would not be 
impacted.  Any modifications or changes to the APE would trigger 
additional cultural resource inventories.  All sites identified during the 
Class III inventory have been evaluated for eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places. 
 
14)  Impacts are disclosed in Section 4.0-Visual Resources Impacts.   
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Comments noted. 
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Comments noted.  Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been 
updated to include Impacts on Property Values.  A literature review on 
property value impacts has been added in Appendix F:  Literature 
Review of Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission 
Lines. 
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Comments noted. 
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BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with 
NEPA and BLM policies and procedures. The two action alternatives 
satisfy the purpose and need in that they fulfill BLM's obligation to 
consider the ROW application, meet federal renewable energy 
mandates, and respond to impacts identified in the NEPA analysis.  The 
Applicant has provided BLM with an economic determination that any 
project generating less than 200 MWs/and or less than 87 turbines is 
uneconomic due primarily to transmission line costs. 
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A more detailed discussion on noise impacts to wildlife has been 
included in Section 4.4.4-Wildlife.  Direct and indirect effects to avian 
species are included in Section 4.4-Biological Resources Impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impacts to desert tortoise resulting from increases maintenance and 
OHV traffic is discussed in Section 4.4.5.2-Desert Tortoise – Direct and 
Indirect Impacts by Alternatives. 
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Comment noted. 

 

Section 4.17.5-Potential Cumulative Impacts was revised to include the 
Searchlight Solar Project and remove project that are no longer viable.  
Other projects that commenter has mention were outside of the area of 
cumulative effect as defined by resource in Chapter 3. 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

Comment noted.  

 

 

 

 
 
Please refer to Section 4.9-Visual Resources Impacts for discussion of 
the contrast rating analysis, updated visual simulations, and 
conformance to the Class II VRM objectives.  The contrast ratings and 
visual simulations were reviewed and approved by BLM visual 
resources specialists in accordance with VRM BLM Manual Handbook 
H-8431-1. 
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Comment noted. 
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Comments noted. 
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Comments noted. 
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Refer to Section 4.3.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative, which 
reads, "The concrete batch plant is expected to use approximately 1.5 
acre-feet of water to make approximately 40,000 cubic yards of concrete 
for construction of WTG foundations, substations, and the O&M 
building. This is based on the estimated use of approximately 4,000 
gallons of water per day over a period of about 5 months." This 
averages approximately 6 gallons per minute over a 12-hour work day. 
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Refer to Section 4.9-Visual Impacts for a discussion of visual impacts.  
Refer to Section 4.10-Noise Impacts for a discussion of noise impacts.   
Refer to Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts for a discussion on the 
benefits of the proposed project. As a stipulation of the ROW Grant, the 
BLM will require a financial bond as described in Appendix C:  BLM 
Wind Energy Development Program Policies and BMPs, page A-4) and 
a Facility Rehabilitation and Decommissioning Plan as described under 
APM-10. 

 

 
 
 
 
Comments noted. 
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A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to as 
an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  The decision as to whether an eagle take permit 
is being requested is between the USFWS and Searchlight Wind 
Energy, LLC.  
 
Acoustic monitoring of the area was conducted for two years and 
species documented in the project area are discussed in Section 3.4.4.2-
Existing Environment under Bats.  
 
Bighorn sheep use of the project area is discussed in Section 3.4-
Biological Resources.  
 
This comment is consistent with the information presented in Section 
3.4.3.2-Existing Environment. 
 
Comment noted. 
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The Applicant will be required to coordinate with Southwest Gas should 
there be any pipeline crossings, e.g., roads, underground electrical 
collection systems, etc. The result of the coordination would be a legally 
binding agreement that such crossings would meet Southwest Gas-
provided standards for engineering and applicable material requirements 
to ensure the safe and continued operation of the gas line. 
 
Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
Section 4.12-Socioeconomics has been updated to use 2010 Census.  
 
 
 
All private property information was obtained from the BLM and 
confirmed with the Clark County Assessor’s office.  All properties on 
Oregon Trail Road were included in the EIS.  Additionally, it was 
brought to the BLM’s attention that the VTN map presented at public 
scoping meetings did not include this information. 
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  
 
As described in 4.14-Health and Human Safety Impacts; To reduce fire 
risk, the Applicant would construct a 20-foot-wide firebreak on the 
exterior of the perimeter fencing surrounding the O&M building and the 
proposed substations, in addition to a 20-foot wide firebreak 
surrounding individual WTG locations (APM-7). Shrubs and other large 
vegetation would be removed from the firebreak. Grading or discing 
would maintain the firebreak. 
 
The electrical equipment enclosures that would house the transformers 
would be either metal or concrete structures. Any fire that could 
potentially occur would be contained within the structures, which would 
be designed to meet National Electrical Manufacturers Association 
standards for electrical enclosures (APM-14).The EIS contained a 
detailed description of the potential effects in4.14-Health and Human 
Safety Impacts. 
 
Additionally, mitigation measure included as an inherent element of the 
project, APM-7, is for development and implementation of an 
Emergency Response Plan that would include fire suppression and 
control. 
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Refer to MM-BIO-1 – Interim Reclamation and MM-BIO – Cactus and 
Yucca Salvage Plan for a description of mitigation measures.  
 
No ground-disturbing geotechnical investigations have been completed 
to date.  Refer to in Section 2.3.1- General Features of the Proposed 
Project for a description of geotechnical activites that would be 
completed as part of the proposed project. 
 
All project related activities, including parking, would be limited to the 
ROW.  This would be a requirement in the ROD and/or ROW grant.  
Generally parking would be limited to the laydown and staging areas. 
 
Comment noted. 
 
If Searchlight cannot accept the volume of waste generated by the 
facility, the waste would be hauled off-site to a licensed waste 
management facility.  Please refer to APM-8 and Section 4.15.14-
Human Health and Safety for a discussion of mitigation measures.  A 
Waste Management Plan would be a stipulation of the ROW grant. 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Refer to Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy for a risk 
assessment for birds utilizing the USFWS Land-Based Wind 
Guidelines. 
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Comment noted. 
 
BLM had considered effects to aviation in Section 2.2-Action 
Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed in Detail which contains a 
discussion how public and FAA representatives concerns regarding the 
potential impacts on public safety and airport operations from the 
WTGs sited nearest to the Searchlight Airport resulted in BLM 
eliminating alternatives that would potentially adversely affect airport 
operations.   

Future airport development would be subject to Federal Aviation 
Authority regulations including Compatible Land Use, per 14 FAR Part 
150 which provides that the general rule on residential use of land on or 
near airport property is that it is incompatible with airport operations 
because of the impact of aircraft noise and, in some cases, for reasons of 
safety, depending on the location of the property.  
 
Fencing around the WTG pads and roads are not currently proposed.  
Tortoise fencing along roads would fragment tortoise habitat.  
Ultimately mitigation measures for the desert tortoise are determined by 
the USFWS and issued in the Biological Opinion, which is included in 
Appendix B-2:  USFWS Biological Opinion.  
 
A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to as 
an Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy). 
 
Text regarding an alternate access route has been removed from the EIS.  
 
Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
Impacts on Property Values.  A literature review on property value 
impacts has been added in Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
During construction Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC would be required 
to use an approved dust control measures to lesson blowing soil. After 
construction is complete disturbed areas would be revegetated. 
 
 The project emissions will not exceed the NAAQS and Clark County 
DAQ air quality standards described in Section 4.6- Air Quality 
Impacts.  
 
According to the Center for Disease Control in 2010 there were over 
16,000 reported cases of Valley Fever (i.e. coccidioidomycosis), the 
majority of which were located in Arizona and California (Accessed 
July 3 2012 at: 
http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/coccidioidomycosis/statistics.html.). 
According to the University of Arizona’s Valley Fever’s Center for 
Excellence, two-thirds of all infections in the United States occur in 
Arizona, mostly in the urban areas surrounding Phoenix and Tucson. 
(Accessed on line July 3, 2012 at: 
http://www.vfce.arizona.edu/GeneralInfo/default.aspx).  This research 
suggests that although Valley Fever may occur in Nevada, it is not as 
likely compared to other parts of the southwest.  This statement is 
supported by the information available from Southern Nevada Health 
District which documents less than 10 cases per year of Valley Fever 
have been reported in Clark County, Nevada  to date (2009-2012) 
(accessed online July 4, 2012 at:  
https://www.southernnevadahealthdistrict.org/stats-reports/disease-stats-
jan12.php.). 
 
Searchlight Wind Energy LLC has modified their project to eliminate 
one access road and moved one wind turbine to avoid impacting 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible features on three 
sites.  Only one prehistoric site has been determined NRHP-eligible and 
it would be impacted by this project. As a mitigation measure to reduce 
any unnecessary impacts to eligible as well as ineligible cultural 
resources within the Area of Potential Effect, an archaeological monitor, 
will be present during road construction and improvements to aid in 
avoiding NRHP-contributing features as well as other recorded 
prehistoric sites and mining features in historic sites in the Project area. 
 
Reference to livestock grazing has been removed from the EIS. 
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The Las Vegas RMP, approved October 5 1998 is the governing 
document for this project, along with any other approved planning or 
programmatic document covering this field office or project type.  The 
revised (Las Vegas) RMP Record of Decision is not anticipated until the 
summer of 2014. 
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The correct acreage for the proposed project area is 18,949 acres of 
BLM-managed land.  The proposed project components would only be 
on BLM-managed lands.  The total from Table 3.8-2.  ROWs within or 
adjacent to the Proposed Project Area is from a database that has not 
been corrected to reflect the actual ROW. 
 
Southwest Gas Corporation holds a ROW grant from BLM for an 
existing gas line within the project area.   BLM ROW grants are non-
exclusive.  BLM Reserves the right to grant other actions within a ROW 
area.  Searchlight Wind Energy LLC would be required to coordinate its 
construction and operational activities with existing adjacent ROW 
holders to facilitate their continued safe operations. 
 
Comments noted. 
 
 
 
Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
potential effects on recreation and tourism. 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.9-Visual Resources Impacts states that while some lighting 
will be necessary to comply with FAA regulations, it will be minimal 
and would not contribute to sky glow or glare. 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  The modeling study conducted for this project is the 
accepted standard for NEPA analysis. Refer to Section 4.10.2-Direct 
and Indirect Effects by Alternative  for the explanation of conservative 
assumptions that were used in the noise modeling analysis. 
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No peer reviewed scientific studies indicate wind turbine sound being 
audible at a distance of 15 kilometers over land.  See noise modeling 
presented in Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect Effect by Alternative for 
discussion on the conservative projected noise levels in the area.  These 
models are considered conservative because the model assumes that all 
receptors are downwind of the noise sources simultaneously, which a 
physical impossibility but one that results in a conservative calculation 
of maximum expected sound levels.  
 
 
No peer reviewed scientific studies that indicate wind turbine sound 
being audible at a distance of 15 kilometers over land.   
 
 
 
Section 3.10.2.3-Surrounding Land Uses and Potential Noise-Sensitive 
Receivers, has been updated to include residents on Oregon Trail Road.  
 
The noise modeling analysis included residential properties that were 
nearest to any wind turbine locations.  Parcel 24324000010, which was 
included in the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 
24324000011.  Similarly, Parcel 2432400021, which was included in 
the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 24324000012. 
 
Comment noted.  
 
 
 
The census data has been updated to the 2010 data, which resulted in a 
change in this section from 576 to 555.  The change did not change the 
results of the analysis. 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
Data updated to 2010 Census and 2016 projections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recreation and Tourism Impact discussion added to document in 
Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts. 
 
 
 
 
Data updated to 2010 Census. 
 
 
 
 
 
SIC code data series only extends to 2000.  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data updated to 2010 Census. 
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Southwest Gas Corporation holds a ROW grant from BLM for an 
existing gas line within the project area.  The grant is non-exclusive; 
therefore, the BLM reserves the right to authorize other actions within a 
ROW area for compatible uses. The Applicant will be required to 
coordinate with Southwest Gas should there be any pipeline crossings, 
e.g., roads, underground electrical collection systems, etc.  The result of 
the coordination would be a legally binding agreement that such 
crossings would meet Southwest Gas-provided standards for 
engineering and applicable material requirements to ensure the safe and 
continued operation of the gas line.  
 
APM-7 provides for development and implementation of an Emergency 
Response Plan that would include fire suppression and control. 
 
 
 
 
The firebreaks will need to be stabilized, either with water or some 
other approved method. Once stabilized, the firebreaks should no longer 
require watering, as no vehicle traffic is expected that would break the 
crust. Section 4.3.2.2-Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout Alternative 
and Section 4.3.2.3-87 WTG Layout Alternative have been updated to 
include water usage estimates for construction of the wind facility.  
 
The EIS specifies that alternative sources for construction water will 
need to be pursued in the event that SWS lacks the necessary capacity. 
The Applicant will coordinate with the Las Vegas Valley Water District 
to support the water needs for the project. If sufficient resources are not 
available, the Applicant will procure water from local willing sellers.  
Groundwater recharge in the project area is derived primarily from 
interbasin flow and precipitation percolating into permeable geological 
surfaces. An estimated 160 acres will be finished with impermeable 
materials; concrete and/or buildings. The estimated reduction of 
permeable surfaces across the 18,949 acres development would be less 
than 1%.  
 
The setback is in conformance with BLM Instructional Memorandum 
2009-043, which states that no turbine on public land will be positioned 
closer than 1.5 times the total height of the wind turbine (approximately 
640 feet) to the right-of-way boundary.  No turbines are located within 
the setback from any building or primary road, other than the spur road 
to each turbine used for construction and maintenance, or two-track and 
casual-use roads.   
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Refer to MM-TRAN-1-Traffic Management Plan for a discussion of 
traffic plan elements that would be included to address effects on local 
traffic.  The Traffic Management Plan would be a stipulation of the 
ROW Grant.       
 
Each turbine has a setback recommended by the manufacturer, which 
ranges from 866 to 1,050 feet as it is a function of rotor diameter. No 
turbines are located within the setback from any building or road, other 
than the spur road to each turbine used for construction and 
maintenance.  The setback is in conformance with BLM Instructional 
Memorandum 2009-043, which states that no turbine on public land will 
be positioned closer than 1.5 times the total height of the wind turbine 
(approximately 640 feet) to the right-of-way boundary.   

Text in Section 4.7-Transportation Impacts,  modified to the following: 

Given the number of vehicle trips of heavy construction equipment 
during the construction period, it is reasonable to anticipate that the 
Proposed Action will damage public roads.  Only minor vehicle use is 
anticipated during O&M and decommissioning. The Proposed Project 
site is in a relatively undeveloped area, and it is anticipated that 
construction traffic would result in short-term effects on access or road 
conditions.  

Construction of the Proposed Action would have a temporary adverse 
effect on road conditions because any damage would be followed by 
restoration of a county road to its preconstruction conditions for both 
the base and surface. 

 
Refer to Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts, which has been updated 
indicates there would be no effect on property values.  For further 
information see the newly added Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative for 
discussion on noise impacts.  MM-NOI-1 states that construction 
activities would only occur during daytime hours. 
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The setback is in conformance with BLM Instructional Memorandum 
2009-043, which states that no turbine on public land will be positioned 
closer than 1.5 times the total height of the wind turbine (approximately 
640 feet) to the right-of-way boundary.  
 
It is not certain that blasting will be necessary because on the ground 
geotechnical studies have not yet been conducted.  
 
The data in Table 4.10-2. Operation Noise Model Parameters were 
provided by a wind turbine vendor, and represent the sound power level 
of the turbine as measured according to IEC 61400-11:2002.  This 
standard was specifically developed to quantify noise output from wind 
turbines.  
 
The noise modeling analysis included residential properties that were 
nearest to any wind turbine locations.  Parcel 24324000010, which was 
included in the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 
24324000011.  Similarly, Parcel 2432400021, which was included in 
the analysis, is closer to a wind turbine than parcel 24324000012.  
 
See noise modeling in Section 4.10-Noise Impacts, for discussion on the 
conservative projected noise levels in the area.  It is not anticipated that 
noise would exceed Clark County Noise Standards at residences; 
therefore, no mitigation is required.  
 
BLM right-of-ways are managed for multiple uses. Section 4.10-Noise 
Impacts, indicates that sound levels for the NPS would be under 35 
decibels which is in conformance with the NPS requested level. No 
wind turbines are directly adjacent to Cottonwood Cove Road. WTGs 
would be visible from the road. Access roads would be improved, 
providing access for OHV riding. Cottonwood Cove is 7.5 miles from 
the nearest WTGs and the noise level would not change from current 
levels.  
 
The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classification gives the 
BLM direction in how to manage for recreation use.  Each ROS Class is 
defined in terms of “activity opportunities,” “recreation setting 
conditions,” and “experience opportunities.” The Searchlight area is 
classified as “roaded natural”.  Although there would be a change in the 
recreation setting experience, there would be no change to the activity 
opportunities and a change to only a portion of the experience 
opportunities.  If the change would have also increased recreation use to 
cause the need for additional recreation facilities development, it may 
have caused the classification to change.  
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Each turbine has a setback recommended by the manufacturer and could 
range from 866 to 1,050 feet as it is a function of rotor diameter. No 
turbines are located within the setback from any building or primary 
road, other than the spur road to each turbine used for construction and 
maintenance. This is a standard design safety precaution to protect 
established structures and major thoroughfares.  This does not prevent 
the use of the road.  OHV users and other recreationalists can drive on 
the maintenance roads or existing two-track roads in the area. 
 
Text has been included in the FEIS to indicate that existing access roads 
and/or highways cross the Congressional route of the Mojave Road 
Variant of the Old Spanish Trail. In November of 2012 the BLM 
consulted with the NPS National Trails Intermountain Region office 
representative and they concurred with the BLM that there would be no 
conflict between this route and the project either directly or visually due 
to this Congressional route already having been adversely impacted 
from historic and modern improvements along the corridor in the 
Searchlight Wind Energy Project vicinity.  No mitigation is 
recommended for this project 
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Recreationists will still be able to participate in their traditional 
activities; however, the type of experience will change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.11.4-Residual Effects has been updated to state that residual 
impacts would be substantial instead of moderate.  
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts under Fiscal Impacts.  
 
Tax revenue stream to Clark County judged sufficient to cover increase 
in incident responses due to project construction and operation.  Section 
4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include Impacts on 
Property Values.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The analysis compares socio-economic conditions with and without the 
project.   
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
Impacts on Property Values.  For additional discussion, refer to the 
newly added Appendix G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic Effects 
of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
 
Southwest Gas Corporation holds a ROW grant from BLM for an 
existing gas line within the project area.  The grant is non-exclusive; 
therefore, the BLM reserves the right to authorize other actions within a 
ROW area for compatible uses. The Applicant will be required to 
coordinate with Southwest Gas should there be any pipeline crossings, 
e.g., roads, underground electrical collection systems, etc.  The result of 
the coordination would be a legally binding agreement that such 
crossings would meet Southwest Gas-provided standards for 
engineering and applicable material requirements to ensure the safe and 
continued operation of the gas line.  
 
Refer to Section 4.14-Health and Human Safety Impacts for a 
description of the 20-foot-wide firebreak on the exterior of the perimeter 
fencing surrounding the O&M building and the proposed substations, 
and WTG locations (APM-7).  APM-7 provides for development and 
implementation of an Emergency Response Plan that would include fire 
suppression and control. The firebreak acreage was included in the Air 
Quality analysis and a Dust Control Permit is required from the DAQ 
prior to start of construction projects in Clark County. The permit will 
contain measures to reduce fugitive dust. 
 
Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts have been updated using 2010 Census 
data.  
 
 
 
All private property information was obtained from the BLM and 
confirmed with the Clark County Assessor’s office.  All properties on 
Oregon Trail Road were included in the EIS. No turbines are located 
within the setback from any building or road, other than the spur road to 
each turbine used for construction and maintenance.   
 
A third party compliance contractor will be a stipulation of the ROW 
grant.  Third party compliance contractors are funded by the applicant 
but must be approved by the BLM. 
 
The Nevada Division of Water Resources monitors water use. Water 
law in Nevada is based on protecting prior appropriations. Piute Valley 
is a designated basin. Therefore, no additional water rights can be 
issued. If the SWS system cannot meet the water demand for this 
project, then alternative sources will be sought. The Applicant will 
coordinate with the Las Vegas Valley Water District to support the 
water needs for the project. If sufficient resources are not available, the 
Applicant will procure water from local willing sellers 
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Construction using helicopters would still require road construction or 
improvements for construction of foundation excavation and other 
construction activites.  Helicopter use for heavy construction raises 
safety concerns, and noise impacts.  
 
The commenter is correct that Joshua trees and other desert fauna is 
difficult to transplant.  A detailed cactus and yucca salvage plan is being 
developed for the project and elements of that plan are discussed in 
MM-BIO-2-Cacti and Yucca Salvage Plan.  If the project is approved, 
the salvage plan will be included as a stipulation in the ROW grant. 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
A Traffic Management Plan would be prepared to address effects on 
local traffic. Refer to MM-TRAN-1 for a discussion of elements that 
would be included in that plan.  The Traffic Management Plan would be 
a stipulation of the ROW Grant.  It is not proposed that Cottonwood 
Cove Road would be widened to 36 feet (see Figure 2-2-87 WTG 
Layout Alternative). 

 

Comment noted. 

 

Comment noted. 

The inventory was conducted by professional archaeologists and 
architectural historians employed by an independent contractor (URS 
Corp.).  The contractor is required to provide unbiased 
recommendations for cultural resources in the project area.  BLM 
archeologists, familiar with the project area, reviewed the cultural 
resources report and provide constructive comments to the contractor.  
The federal government,not the independent contractor, makes the final 
determinations on the eligibility of sites in consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Office. 

The wetlands report (Jurisdictional Determination) and permitting is 
subject to regulatory review of the US Army Corps of Engineers.  
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Possible impacts to wildlife are limited to the project area because that 
is the area in which impacts would occur. An ACEC is deemed an 
avoidance area except within a half-mile of a federal-aid highway.  The 
proposed project would not have any habitat removal or operational 
impacts within the ACEC except for the proposed switching station and 
transmission line, which in which this exception would be applicable.  
Development of the proposed project (i.e. land outside the ACEC) is in 
conformance with BLM land use policy as discussed in Section 4.8-
Land Use Impacts. 
 
Possible impacts to wildlife are limited to the project area because that 
is the area in which impacts would occur. An ACEC is deemed an 
avoidance area except within a half-mile of a federal-aid highway.  The 
proposed project would not have any habitat removal or operational 
impacts within the ACEC except for the proposed switching station and 
transmission line, which in which this exception would be applicable.  
Development of the proposed project (i.e. land outside the ACEC) is in 
conformance with BLM land use policy as discussed in Section 4.8-
Land Use Impacts. 
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Data has been updated to 2010 Census. 
 
The EIS’s purpose and need statement complies with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instructional Memorandum 2011-059. The purpose and need statement 
appropriately integrates Congress’s goal that the Secretary of the 
Interior should seek to approve renewable energy projects on the public 
lands; direction from Secretarial Order 3285A1 (March 11, 2009, 
amended February 22, 2010), which establishes the development of 
environmentally responsible renewable energy as a priority for the 
Department of the Interior; and the BLM’s responsibility under FLPMA 
to manage the public lands for multiple use, taking into account the 
long-term needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable 
resources.  
 
The BLM developed a purpose and need statement and considered a 
range of reasonable alternatives consistent with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2011-059. The two action alternatives satisfy 
the purpose and need because they fulfill BLM's obligation to consider 
the ROW applications under FLPMA and NEPA and because they are 
consistent with other applicable federal mandates and renewable energy 
policies and goals. 
 
Section 1.5-Land Use Plan Conformance Determination and Section 
4.8-Land Use Impacts discloses that the project is consistent with the 
BLM RMP.  This EIS is evaluates the site-specific impacts to resources 
as directed by the PEIS.  
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A Dust Control Permit is required from the DAQ prior to start of 
construction projects in Clark County. The permit will contain measures 
to reduce fugitive dust. 

 

The updated Socio analysis presented in Section 4.12-Socioeconomic 
Impacts indicates there would be no effect on property values. 
 
Comment noted.  Impacts to golden eagles are discussed in Section 
4.4.5.11-Migratory Birds - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
and Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy, which has be 
added to the EIS. 
 
The USFWS determines appropriate mitigation measures in the 
Biological Opinion, which is include as Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion. 
 
Impacts to desert bighorn sheep are discussed in Section4.4.5.14-Game 
- Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative.  Also refer to Appendix B-
3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan, which has been added to the EIS.  The 
project would only occupy a small portion of the available migratory 
corridor between these mountain ranges leaving some connectivity 
between the ranges; therefore, the project effects are anticipated to be 
minimal.  

A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  

Burring owl mitigation is discussed under MM-BIO-6.  Mitigation for 
Gila monsters is discussed under MM-BIO-4 and in Appendix B-3:  
Terrestrial Wildlife Plan.  No rare plants were found in the survey area; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
An intensive cultural resources inventory of the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) (i.e. activity areas surrounded by a large buffer) was performed.  
No disturbance activities would occur outside of the 200-foot buffer 
area.  Cultural resources outside of the APE would not be impacted.  
Any modifications or changes to the APE would trigger additional 
cultural resource inventories.  All sites identified during the Class III 
inventory have been evaluated for eligibility to the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
 
Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. 
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A table summarizing impacts has been added to the Executive 
Summary. 
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Please refer to the expanded Chapter 5-Consultation and Coordination, 
for a list of stakeholders, public scoping processes, and coordination 
with other agencies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is assumed that the commenter intended to write "surface water" 
instead of "groundwater" as being sensitive to erosion and runoff 
effects. The issues of potential erosion will be addressed in the SWPP, 
which would be a regulatory requirement for project development.  
 
Refer to the recommended lists of BMPs for monitoring and secondary 
containment, runoff and erosion control. The Applicant must prepare a 
SPCC plan for review and approval by NDEP prior to storing regulated 
substances on site. In the event of a release of hazardous materials or 
wastes, the incident would fall under the NDEP Bureau of Corrective 
Actions, which oversees the cleanup of regulated substances that impact 
air, soil, water and ecological resources. Regarding the commenter’s 
recommendation of performing modeled simulations to estimate 
impacts, NDEP requires that field assessments be performed, which 
include sampling and laboratory analyses to quantify impacts of 
regulated substances released to the environment. Modeling would be a 
possible future tool for evaluation, but is not considered appropriate nor 
useful for the initial assessment. 



 

Private Citizens/Individuals Written Comments | 56 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The projected water use the construction and operations and 
maintenance of this project are considered reasonable estimates and are 
based on past project within the southern portion of the State. Nevada 
water laws are designed to protect existing, appropriated water rights. 
Section 4.3.2.2-Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout Alternative and 
Section 4.3.2.3-87 WTG Layout Alternative have been updated to 
include water usage estimates for construction of the wind facility.  In 
the event that existing water resources are found to be insufficient for 
the construction and/or operation of the proposed project, then an 
alternative water source will be pursued. The Applicant will coordinate 
with the Las Vegas Valley Water District to support the water needs for 
the project. If sufficient resources are not available, the Applicant would 
procure water from local willing sellers. 
 
 
 
The SWPPP cannot be prepared until the WTG project design is 
available. The project Applicant will prepare a site specific SWPPP 
once the actual project footprint (number and locations of WTGs, roads, 
laydown yard, structures, etc.) is established. The SWPPP, which will 
describe a monitoring plan with thresholds and BMPs, must be 
approved by Clark County DAQ prior to issuance of a construction 
permit. 
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The proposed project has no plans to connect to the CCWRD treatment 
facility. Per Section 4.3.2.2-Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout 
Alternative, a commercial contractor will bring in Temporary portable 
restrooms during construction. Following construction, the O&M 
building will be equipped with a septic system for treatment of sanitary 
wastewater that must meet the requirements of, and be permitted by the 
Southern Nevada Health District.  
 
 
Comment noted. Hydrologic modeling may be utilized, as necessary, in 
the selection of BMPs for the SWPPP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APMs, such as SPCCP, SWPPP, Dust Control Plan, all have very 
specific components, which would be addressed prior to approval by the 
appropriate regulatory agency. 
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As requested, KOPs closer to the project area have been depicted on 
smaller scale maps.  VRM Classes for the project area are visible on 
Figure 3.9-2.  Visual Resource Management Classes near the Proposed 
Project Area.  Text has been revised to reflect such. The incorrect figure 
was referenced.  Text has been corrected to refer the reader to Figure 
3.9-2.  Visual Resource Management Classes near the Proposed Project 
Area. 
 
 
KOP maps depicting the locations of the KOPs have been updated to 
illustrate the exact location of the Project.  Also Visual simulations were 
evaluated at the recommended size and hazy conditions were taken into 
account; therefore, the contrast ratings were correctly evaluated.  BLM 
visual resources specialists reviewed these evaluations.  As full size 
visual simulations (approximately 20x60 inches) cannot be included in 
the EIS due to size constraints, the visual simulations in the EIS have 
been updated and scaled to appropriately and accurately compensate for 
the use of the wide-angled panoramic view. 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
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The BLM asserts that the visual impacts would be similar for each 
alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text in Section 3.9.4.8 Selection of KOPs, on page 3-67 has been 
corrected. 
 
The VRM is the area in which is visual alteration would take place, 
rather than the area in which the KOP photographs were taken. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts for discussion of 
assumptions and methods.  Salvage value based on estimate by project 
engineers. 
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Comment noted. 
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The proposed project is outside of sage grouse habitat. 
 
A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).   
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with 
NEPA and BLM policies and procedures.  Searchlight Wind Energy, 
LLC has conducted site specific testing (using Meteorological Data 
collected for 5 years) and determined that sufficient wind exists to 
support the project.  Data collected from MET towers at the application 
site is proprietary information and is not available.  The BLM will not 
typically analyze a non-Federal land alternative for a right-of-way 
application on public lands because such an alternative does not respond 
to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an application for the 
authorized use of public lands for renewable energy development. The 
BLM will not typically analyze an alternative for a different technology 
when a right-of-way application is submitted for a specific technology 
(e.g., evaluate a photovoltaic alternative for a concentrated solar power 
application) because such an alternative does not respond to the BLM’s 
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purpose and need to consider an application for the authorized use of 
public lands for a specific renewable energy technology 
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Comments noted. 



 

Laughlin Meeting Transcripts | 4 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  Impacts to wildlife are discussed throughout Section 
4.4-Biological Resources Impacts. 
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The potential impacts identified in the comment are described in the EIS 
in the following sections: Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts Section 
4.9-Visual Resources Impacts, and Section 4.11-Recreation Impacts.   
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The BLM consultation for Searchlihgt Wind Energy Project was 
formally initiated via letter correspondence on December 17, 2009. 
Letters were sent to the Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, the Colorado River 
Indian Tribes, the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, the Las Vegas Paiute 
Tribe, the Moapa Band of Paiutes, the Pahrump Paiute Tribe, the 
Hualapai Tribe, and the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe. At the time the 
DEIS was prepared, Tribal consultation was still underway.  The Final 
EIS summarizes the consultation that was completed and the tribal 
comments that were received after the DEIS was written. 
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Comment noted.  Impacts to bats are addressed in Section 4.4-
Biological Resources Management. 
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Comment noted.  Impacts to wildlife are discussed throughout Section 
4.4-Biological Resources Impacts. 
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The BLM consultation for Searchlight Wind Energy Project was 
formally initiated via letter correspondence on December 17, 2009. 
Letters were sent to the Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, the Colorado River 
Indian Tribes, the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, the Las Vegas Paiute 
Tribe, the Moapa Band of Paiutes, the Pahrump Paiute Tribe, the 
Hualapai Tribe, and the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe. At the time the 
DEIS was prepared, Tribal consultation was still underway.  The Final 
EIS summarizes the consultation that was completed and the tribal 
comments that were received after the DEIS was written. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This project has been designated a priority project by the BLM. 
 
 
 
 
 
The project plan of development describes two potential sources for the 
concrete necessary for WTG foundations; 1) purchasing it ready made 
and transported to the site, or 2) operating an on-site batching plant. If 
the former option is chosen, then the water for the mix would likely 
originate from a commercial concrete vendor. As there are no existing 
commercial ready-mix concrete companies in either of the three subject 
basins, the concrete would probably originate in Las Vegas Valley. If 
the on-site plant option is selected, then water for the mix would have to 
either be purchased from SWS, LVVWD, or be purchased from a 
willing seller. 
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A Traffic Management Plan (MM-TRAN-1) would be prepared to 
address effects on local traffic.  The Plan would include the following 
element: To minimize the effects on local and Lake Mead traffic the 
Transportation Plan will mandate the use of flagmen or escort vehicles 
to control and direct traffic flow, and provide schedules that show 
roadway work will be done during periods of minimum traffic flow.  
The Traffic Management Plan also includes making provision for access 
for emergency vehicles. The Traffic Management Plan would be a 
stipulation of the ROW Grant.               



 

Laughlin Meeting Transcripts | 24 
 

 

Comment noted.  Impacts to wildlife are discussed throughout Section 
4.4-Biological Resources Impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed facility has a 200 MW design capacity.  The proposed 
action is to construct eighty-seven 2.3 MW WTGs or 87 x 2.3 = 200.1 
MW. 
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The existing Geological environment was presented in EIS Section 3.1-
Geology, Soils, and Minerals. Geotechnical testing would be conducted 
at each WTG location prior to construction. 
 
 
 
The Applicant does not have a current power purchase agreement. They 
have submitted an application for a ROW to BLM who is required to 
process the application in accordance with BLM, FLPMA and NEPA 
requirements. 
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No fencing is proposed for the entire project area, only around the 
proposed western switching station and O&M facilities.  Refer to 
Section 4.11-Recreation Impacts for a discussion on impacts to 
recreation. 
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At the time baseline surveys were completed for the project, 
Nevada had no official policy or protocols for avian pre-project 
surveys so protocols were developed between BLM and NDOW.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  Refer to Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences 
of the EIS for an evaluation of impacts to environmental resources. 
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
Impacts on Property Values.  A literature review on property value 
impacts has been added in Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
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Southwest Gas Corporation holds a ROW grant from BLM for an 
existing gas line within the project area.  The grant is non-
exclusive, i.e., the BLM reserves the right to authorize other actions 
within a ROW area for compatible uses. The Applicant will be 
required to coordinate with Southwest Gas should there be any 
pipeline crossings, e.g., roads, underground electrical collection 
systems, etc.  The result of the coordination would be a legally 
binding agreement that such crossings would meet Southwest Gas-
provided standards for engineering and applicable material 
requirements to ensure the safe and continued operation of the gas 
line. 
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The potential impacts identified in the comment are described in the 
DEIS in the following sections: Section 4.12-Socioeconomic 
Impacts Section 4.9-Visual Resources Impacts, Section 4.11-
Recreation Impacts, and Section 4.10-Noise Impacts.  Additionally 
refer to Appendix G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic Effects 
of Wind Project and Transmission Lines, which has been added to 
the EIS.  
 
Refer to Section 4.10-Noise Impacts for a discussion on noise 
effects.  Noise levels would not exceed the Clark County Noise 
Ordinance at residences.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The BLM has selected the No Action Alternative when evaluating 
prior NEPA documents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
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The Applicant will coordinate with the Las Vegas Valley Water 
District to support the water needs for the project. If sufficient 
resources are not available, the Applicant will procure water from 
local willing sellers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. 
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BLM disclosed that streets could receive wear from equipment and 
deliveries and has required a mitigation measure to address the 
effect, specifically: MM TRAN-2: Repair Damaged Streets. Before 
construction, the Applicant, a BLM representative, and a local 
representative will document the condition of the access route, 
noting any preconstruction damage. After construction, any damage 
to public roads will be repaired to the road’s preconstruction 
condition, as determined by the local representative and BLM. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. 
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Visual simulations were evaluated at the recommended size; 
therefore, the contrast ratings were correctly evaluated.  BLM 
visual resources specialists reviewed these evaluations.  The visual 
simulations in the EIS have been updated and scaled to 
appropriately and accurately compensate for the use of the wide-
angled panoramic view. 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  Impacts to wildlife are discussed in Chapter 4.4-
Biological Resources Impacts. 
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts under Economic Impacts 
address employment effects.  Section  4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts 
has been updated to include a discussion on Impacts on Recreation 
and Tourism. 
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The Applicant will coordinate with the Las Vegas Valley Water 
District to support the water needs for the project. If sufficient 
resources are not available, the Applicant will procure water from 
local willing sellers. 
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MM-NOI-1 updated to include that blasting will be limited to 8am 
to 5pm weekdays only.  Areas will be quarantined prior to blast 
activity.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
Impacts on Property Values.  A literature review on property value 
impacts has been added in Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines 



 

Searchlight Meeting Transcripts | 32 
 



 

Searchlight Meeting Transcripts | 33 
 



 

Searchlight Private Coments | A 
 

Searchlight Private Comments



 

Searchlight Private Coments | 1 
 

 

 



 

Searchlight Private Coments | 2 
 

 

 



 

Searchlight Private Coments | 3 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The setback is in conformance with BLM 
Instructional Memorandum 2009-043, which states 
that no turbine on public land will be positioned 
closer than 1.5 times the total height of the wind 
turbine (approximately 640 feet) to the right-of-way 
boundary.  
 
 
 
The BLM will not typically analyze an alternative 
for a different technology when a right-of-way 
application is submitted for a specific technology 
(e.g., evaluate a photovoltaic alternative for a 
concentrated solar power application) because such 
an alternative does not respond to the BLM’s 
purpose and need to consider an application for the 
authorized use of public lands for a specific 
renewable energy technology. 
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Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.   Refer to Chapter 4-Environmental 
Consequences for a discussion on the environmental 
impacts of the proposed project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The American Wind Energy Association (AWEA 2004) 
states that shadow flicker is not a problem during the 
majority of the year at U.S. latitudes (except in Alaska 
where the sun’s angle is very low in the sky for a large 
portion of the year).   
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated 
to include Impacts on Property Values.  A literature 
review on property value impacts has been added in 
Appendix G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic 
Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
 
 
The BLM does not need to analyze in detail an 
alternative for distributed generation because such an 
alternative would not respond to the purpose and need to 
consider an application for the authorized use of public 
lands for a specific renewable energy 
technology. Additionally, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
established a goal for the Secretary of the Interior to 
approve at least 10,000 MWs of electricity from non-
hydropower renewable energy projects located on public 
lands. The Act reflects Congress’s conclusion that 
installation of renewable energy technologies on the 
public lands capable of producing at least 10,000 MWs 
is appropriate. Moreover, as described in the EIS, the 
Department and the BLM have issued policies and 
guidance promoting the development of renewable 
energy development on BLM-administered public lands. 
Given the current state of the technology, only utility-
scale renewable energy generation projects are 
reasonable alternatives to achieve this level of 
renewable energy generation on public 
lands. Furthermore, the BLM has no authority or 
influence over the installation of distributed generation 
systems, other than on its own lands.  The BLM is 
evaluating the use of distributed generation at individual 
sites through other initiatives (Executive Order 13514 
and DOI implementing actions).  
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Refer to Section 4.5-Cultural Resources for an updated 
discussion of impacts to Cultural Resources. 
 
 
Comments noted. 
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Comments noted.  Impacts to bats are discussed in 
Section4.4.5.8-Bats - Direct and Indirect Effects by 
Alternative. A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy 
(BBCS) was developed for the project, which follows 
the guidelines of the recently published USFWS Land-
Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  
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Refer to Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences of the 
EIS for an evaluation of impacts to environmental 
resources. 
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Comments noted. 
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Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
Impacts on Property Values.  A literature review on property value 
impacts has been added in Appendix G:  Literature Review of 
Socioeconomic Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
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Comments noted. 
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Section  4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include a 
discussion on Impacts on Recreation and Tourism. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impacts to cultural resources are evaluated in Section 4.5.of the Final 
EIS.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts has been updated to include 
potential effects property values.  For further information see the 
newly added Appendix G:  Literature Review of Socioeconomic 
Effects of Wind Project and Transmission Lines. 
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Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. 
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Data updated to 2010 Census.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See noise modeling in Section 4.10-Noise Impacts, for discussion on 
the conservative projected noise levels in the area.   
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Comments noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.14-Health and Human Safety Impacts of the document 
contained a detailed description of the potential effects. Mitigation to 
reduce fire-related risk is described in MM SAFE-4: Construction 
Fire Prevention Measures and APM-7.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. 
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The BLM will require financial bonds for all wind energy 
development projects on BLM-administered public lands.  Refer to 
Appendix C:  BLM Wind Energy Development Program Policies 
and BMPs, page A-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See noise modeling presented in Section 4.10.2-Direct and Indirect 
Effects by Alternative for discussion on the conservative projected 
noise levels in the area. The modeling study conducted for this 
project included very conservative assumptions that included all 
receptors being downwind from all turbines simultaneously (a 
physical impossibility), all turbines operating simultaneously, and 
the maximum sound output from the turbines under maximum wind 
conditions.  Sound levels from the project would only be lower 
under lighter wind conditions. 
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A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) (formerly referred to 
as the Avian and Bat Protection Plan [ABPP]) has been developed 
for the proposed project utilizing the recommendations within the 
USFWS’s March 2012 Land Based Wind Energy Guidelines (Refer 
to Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 
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